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COMPENSATION TO GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES FOR INJURIES. 



Committee on the Judiciary, 

Monday, March 2^, 1908. 

Committee met at 11 a. m., Hon. John J. Jenkins in the chair, 

STATEMENT OF HON. FEEDEEIC H. OILLETT, A EEFEESENTA- 
TIVE FEOH THE STATE OF HASSACHUSETTS. 

Mr. Gillett. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I will briefly state the 
purpose of the bill which I have introduced, which is that this com- 
mittee should adopt some measure that will allow employees of the 
Government who are injured in the course of their employment, in 
some way, to get compensation for their injuries. I do not think it 
is necessary to ar^e with the committee as to the merits of that \ 
proposition, as you know quite as well as I do that any .employee. ^ 
working for anyoody else can recover damages, while an employee of 
the Government can not, no matter how exclusively the responsi- 
bility of the Government is for the injury. 

The Chairman. I have not yet had an opportunity to look over 
the several bills that have been introduced. Is there any diflferenoe 
between them? 

Mr. Gillett. There are three, bills before the committee covering 
this proposition. The number of the bill that I introduced is H. R. 
6284. 1 first introduced the bill in ttie Fifty-sixth Congress, six or 
eight years ago, and have introduced it ever since. I will not pre- 
tend that I was actuated entirely by public motives, but the reason it 
came to my attention was because in the city of Springfield, in my 
district, there is a large Government establishment, known as the 
arsenal, where they employ about»l,500.men, and this matter has been 
brought quite constantly to my attention. Secondly, I have given it 
a good deal of thought, and drew a law modeled somewhat on the 
Massachusetts law, which is much more conservative than that in 
most of the States. I introduced the bill at that time and have in- 
troduced it ever since, and, so far as I know, mine was the first meas- 
ure introduced on the subject. Of course, what I desire is to have 
some law passed, and while I have no particular pride of opinion, yet 
of course all of us like to get what credit we can, and as I was the 
first one to start the project I should be very much pleased if some- 
thing along the lines of my bill could be adopted. 

Mr. Brantley. What kind of a law have you in Massachusetts? 

Mr. Gillett. I will not take time to read this bill, but I will say 
in the first place that my bill covers persons employed as artisans or 
laborers in the manufacturing establishments of the Government, 
and in that respect it differs from the other bills introduced, which 
apply to all employees of the Government. I thought, taking the 
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4 COMPENSATION TO GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES FOR INJURIES. 

conservative side, that the men who are engaged in the manufactur- 
ing estabhshments should be protected, and not necessarily the clerks 
and those in offices. 

Mr. Clayton. That is, that there is no extra hazard as to clerks? 

Mr. GiLLETT. Not at all. 

Mr. Clayton. And you wanted to reach the class who are subject 
to this extra hazard ? 

Mr. Gillett. Exactly so, and limit it to that. Of course you may 
think that it ought to be broader. My bill provides that when a 
person is injured in a manufacturing establishment, and that his 
own negligence did not contribute to the injury, and the injury was 
caused, first, by reason of the negligence of his employer or, second, 
by reason of any defect in the ways, works, machinery, or plant con- 
nected with or used in the business of the employer, which defective 
condition arose from or had not been discovered or remedied owing 
to the negligence of the employer or of any person in the service of 
the employer intrusted w ith the duty of seeing that such ways, works, 
machinery, or plant were in proper condition ; or, third, by reason of 
the negligence of any person in the service of the employer who is 
intrusted with the duty of superintendence or oversight, or in the 
absence of such a superior of any person acting as superintendent or 
foreman, with the authority or consent of such employer; or, fourth, 
by reason of the negligence of any person in the service of the em- 
ployer to whose orders or directions the injured employee at the 
time of his injury was bound to conform and did conform, where 
such injury resulted in his having so conformed; so you see it is 
limited to those things. It is, as you see, very narrow as compared 
with most of the States, but what I wanted to do was to cover the 
persons in whom I was interested, and I also drew it in conformity 
with the conservative law of our State. 

I suppose you would like to know something about the difference 
between the bills that have been introduced. Mr. Roberts has intro- 
duced a bill which applies to all employees, and which follows the 
Massachusetts law very much as mine does. The compensation re- 
coverable under his bill would not exceed the sum of $5,000. That 
is the method in Massachusetts. 

Mr. Roberts. That is, in case of d^ath. 

Mr. Gillett. No; in case of either death or injury. 

Mr. Roberts. It is $5,000 in case of death and no limit in case of 
injury. 

Mr. Gillett. But I put in a limit in all cases. 

Mr. Alexander. Mr. Roberts, does you bill follow the Massa- 
chusetts" law and pay $5,000 in case of injury 

Mr. Roberts. It does not follow the Massachusetts law in its limi- 
tation. There is no limit in the case of injury. 

Mr. Gillett. My bill also provides : " That no action shall be 
brought under this act unless written notice that an injury has been 
sustained is given to the representative of the United States in 
charge of the establishment or navy-yard by or on behalf of the 
employee within sixty days after the injury is received, and the 
action is commenced within one year after the injury." 

That practically is all there is to the bill. In other words, it limits 
the persons who can bring an action to those employed in the manu- 
facturing establishments and their recovery to $5,000; it prohibits 
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an action in contributory negligence, and it specifies what kind of 
negligence the Government must be guilty of in order that the em- 
plOTee may recover. 

The Chairman. Does your bill include those who are working 
for contractors of the Government? 

Mr. GiLLETT. No ; those working directly for the Government and 
employed by the Government. 

The Chairman. For myself, I am perfectly willing to tell you that 
I have no sympathy with this doctrine of contributory negligence 
so far as these cases are concerned. Supposing a man is injured, 
and at the same time, under the law, he is guilty of contributory 
negligence, but he is doing something for the Government, in aid of 
the Government, is performing his work, and yet at the same time he 
discovers after the injury that he was simply violating a law that he 
did not know anything about. 

Mr. GiLLETT. As I say, I leave that to the committee. 

Mr. Alexander. But that does not come into your bill at all ? 

Mr. GiLLETT. I exclude contributory negligence. 

Mr. Alexander. But this measuring by contributory negligence as 
between employer and employee does not enter into your bill ? 

Mr. GiLLETT. No ; I do not make any provision as to that. In other 
words, my bill is drawn upon the statute of a very conservative Stated 
and if the committee wishes to liberalize and to give more rights to 
employees, I am perfectly content ; that I rest with the committee. 

Now, as Mr. Sterling is not here, I want to call attention to the 
main principle of his bill, because.it differs so radically from mine. 

Mr. Brantley. In what courts do you provide that suits shall be 
entered ? 

Mr. GiLLETT. In the United States circuit or district courts. 

Mr. Brantley. Suppose the action is in excess of $2,000, what do 
you say as to that? 

Mr. GiLLETT. Simply say that the employees shall have the right of 
action against the United States, to be brought in the United States 
circuit or district court in whose jurisdiction the injury occurred. 

Mr. Clayton. That means regardless of the amount involved, and 
whatever they may claim? 

Mr. GiLLETT. Yes. 

Mr. Brantley. Would not that repeal the statute as to the amount 
that I have named ? 

The Chairman. If an employee was injured here, would he not 
have to go outside of the city into either Virginia or Maryland to 
institute his suit? 

Mr. Alexander. You could put in the Court of Claims there, or 
something of that kind. 

Mr. GiLLETT. I had not thought of that, and it seems to be a fair 
suggestion. 

Mr. Alexander. Or you could make it the supreme court of the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. GiLLETT. Yes ; that cpuld be inserted. 

Now, I think it would be well for you to have in mind the differ- 
ence in principle between my bill and the bill of Mr. Sterling. His 
does not give a right of action in the courts at all. His bill provides 
that when anyone is injured, not only in the case of the employee 
in a manufacturing establishment but any employee of the Govern- 
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ment, that employee shall go before the Secretary of Commerce and 
Labor and that the Secretary shall have the right to award damages. 
It leaves it to him. He determines the damage, not in so many 
dollars, but according to the amomit of the wages paid, the wage that 
the man receives, and I think it provides that in case of death the 
family shall receive ten times the average yearly wage of the em- 
ployee for the last ten years. If, as between the two principles, you 
may think it better to leave it to the Secretary of Commerce and 
Labor instead of to the courts, I do not care to express any opinion 
upon that. I simply wished to make my position clear, that I 
would be glad to have any act passed, which will give this class of 
employees a right of recovery, no matter whejther you think it wise 
to go to the courts or to the Secretary of Commerce and Labor. 

Mr. Brantley. It is simply the broad proposition of authorizing 
any artisan or mechanic to sue the Government in case of injury, 
and in case of death the suit may be brought by his survivors ? 

Mr. GiLLETT. That is all. 

Mr. REro. It is a common-law liability — that is, it would be the 
same as though the Government was an individual or a corporation 
at common law ? 

Mr. GiLi/ET. No; I specify that he can not be guilty of contribu- 
tory negligence, and then I specify certain negligence on the part 
of the Government that might contribute to his injury. 

Mr. Brantley. In Massachusetts does the State have to give per- 
mission before anybody can bring suit? 

Mr. GiLLETT. Certainly. 

Mr. Brantley. And in all such cases you do give permission 
under the statute, do you not ? 

Mr. GiLLETT. I do not think we do, but I do not know of any 
manufacturing establishment belonging to the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. Roberts. Excepting those in the prisons. 

Mr. GiLLETT. But there is no right of action there. But the United 
States has a great many manufacturing establishments, the one at 
Springfield employing 1,500 men — although the men who are here 
representing them can tell you more about that than I can — ^but the 
facts .in the case and the large number of men that are engaged in 
this work, it seems to me, makes it unquestionable that they ought to 
have some right of action. I think the only reason that they have 
not been given this right is the inertia that protects us all, and we 
have not come up yet to the idea of putting it through.- 

The Chairman. It seems to me that a part of Mr. Sterling's bill is 
worthy of consideration. Supposing that an employee meets with an 
accident, and the liability of the Government is immediately estab- 
lished. Under your bill he can not settle with the Government, 
can he? 

Mr. GiLLETT. He would have to bring suit. 

The Chairman. He has to bring his action in damages, and must 
go on with his suit, when really the Government would be glad to 
make an adjustment of the matter. I am merely making a sugges- 
tion in regard to the bills, and it is possible you may be able to get 
together and present a bill that will meet the approval of the com- 
mittee and do substantial justice to all of these people. 
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Mr*. GiLLETT. Mr. Roberts has in his bill a clause providing that 
the head of each Department maj' compromise with the employee, 
which practically would accomplish the same end you speak of. 
But of course, practically, that could be accomplished under this 
bill — ^that is, a man could settle with the Government, but he would 
have to enter suit, and the Government would have to agree to a 
certain amount of damages and have judgment entered. 

The Chairman. We, as lawyers, all know the difficulties. The 
Government official would think it his duty to reduce the amount 
of damages as much as possible, the case might be prolonged, and 
before final judgment is entered it might be necessary for the em«- 
ployee to come to Congress to get satisfaction. It would seem to me 
that, in the meantime, there could be some arrangement made whereby 
a settlement could be brought about. 

Mr. GiLLETT. Yes; there is a clause in Mr. Roberts's bill which 
allows each Department to settle. But under my bill, if the Depart- 
ment wished to settle, of course that could be brought about. The 
judgment would be entered up, but it would be a simple matter to 
adjust that. 

The Chairman. The only objection in that, to my mind, would be 
that he would have to hire a lawyer, increasing the expense, and di- 
minishing the recovery, while under some other arrangement he 
might be able to get the benefit of the entire amount. 

Mr. GiLLETT. Yes, I recognize that; and Mr. Roberts has a bill 
with a clause in it providing for that. 

STATEMENT OF ME. E. L. ADAMS, OF WASHINGTON, B. C, BEP- 
EESENTINO THE MACHINISTS EMPLOYE!) BY THE GOVERN- 
MENT. 

Mr. Adams. I do not know that there is a great deal I can say 
upon the proposed measures being considered by this committee, but 
I will say this, that I have taken occasion to forward the bills that 
have been presented to Congress to our several organizations in lo- 
calities where there are Government plants, including the Spring- 
field Arsenal, which is in Mr. Gillett's district, and they have seen 
fit to indorse the Sterling bill. It was our gurpose at one time to 
propose a measure here, and in that measure we were to provide for 
a suit by the injured person to recover damages, but it was brought 
to our attention that there was some opposition existing in Congress, 
some antipathy, against litigation of that kind. It seemed to be un- 
wise to some to place the Government in the attitude of being x^alled 
upon constantly to defend itself against suits that might be of a 
trifling character, and for that reason it was thought best that if we 
could find some measure that would relieve the employee of embar- 
rassment and delay incident to litigation, that it would be far more 
beneficial in its ejffect to the employees. 

Mr. Alexander. Do you indorse the principle of Mr. Sterling's 

Mr. Adams. Yes, sir. The Sterling bill we have gone over very 
carefully and we believe it is reasonable in its provisions and at the 
same time it embraces every employee of the Government whose 
probable earnings are less than $2,500 per year. The feature of 
the bill alluded to by Mr. Gillett, that the compensation granted is 
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based upon the earnings of the employee, we believe to be just. It is 
true that the clerks in the Departments are perhaps not enga^d 
in the same hazardous duties performed by artisans and mechanics, 
and consequently there would be less money paid out on this account. 
The man is compensated according to his earnings, and we believe 
that to be right. 

Mr. Alexander. If you will pardon me for a moment, I will read 
for the benefit of the committee a* little statement that Mr. Gillett 
kindly handed to me showing exactly what the Sterling bill contem- 
plates as to payment: 

The SterUiig bill provides that if an employee is killed, his relatives wholly 
dependent upon him may have a sum equal to five years of his earnings, but 
not less than $2,000 nor more than $5,000. If he has relatives partially 
dependent upon him, they shall receive two years of his earnings, but not more 
than $1,800; and the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, in whom is vested 
the power to make all decisions, shall determine the amounts and divide it 
among the relatives. If the man is incapacitated, he shall receive monthly 
payments of 60 per cent of his present earnings. When he has been 111 twelve 
months, the Secretary shall cause a medical examination to be made, and if 
the injury appears to be permanent, the employee shall be given a sum equal 
to ten years of his earnings. The Secretary may cause a medical examination 
to be made at any time, and may increase or diminish the monthly payments. 

Mr. Adams. That statement leaves out one very important point, 
that where he is injured he shall have 60 per cent of the monthly 
earnings providing the amount shall not exceed $50 per month. We 
have rather figured on the number of years that a man shall receive 
pay for in the case of death, for the reason that we wanted the men 
who stood mOi3t in need of getting the benefit of it to receive it. We 
should rather now, if any change is contemplated by this committee, 
that instead of raising the maximum amount to $5,000, to raise the 
number of years they could recover for. That helps the poorly paid 
mechanic and laborer, and that is why we like it. You will notice 
further that where a man employed by the Government is killed with- 
out any dependent relatives, he can only recover to the extent of $150 
for the purpose of paying his burial expenses, it being drawn with 
the idea, at least, oi leaving those who are actually dependent upon 
the employee at the time of his death so that they can recover fully 
under the act, and if they are partially dependent it provides for that. 
If they have no one# dependent upon them, then they recover an 
amount sufficient to afford them a decent burial. It may be said that 
the bill leaves a great deal of discretion in the Secretary of Com- 
merce and Labor, and it might result in some embarrassment at some 
future time. We can not tell, we do not know, how it would be ad- 
ministered ; no one can foretell that. We hope, however, to have a lib- 
eral administration of it. I presume the idea in leaving this to the 
discretion of the Secretary of Commerce and Labor is that where a 
man dies, who is employed by the Government, and perhaps leaves two 
children, one of them would be wholly dependent upon the employee 
who has lost his life, while the other may be sufficiently old, a boy, 
to earn his own living. And it does seem in a case of that kind the 
child wholly dependent upon him should receive the benefit paid by 
the Government because of the man's death. All of the employees 
whom I have heard from up to this time are in favor of the Sterling 
bill. Of course we appreciate very much the efforts of Mr. Gillett 
and Mr. Roberts, and other Members of Congress, who are seeking^ to 
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have some legislation of this kind enacted, but for our purposes we 
favor the Sterling bill. 

Now, I do not think there is anything further I can say excepting 
that the normal force employed in the navy-yards is about 16,000 
men, though I do not suppose there are quite that number in the 
arsenals, so it would be difficult for me to say at this time what the 
number of employees affected by this bill is. We have arsenals at 
Springfield, Watervliet, Philadelphia, and Rock Island. 

.Mr. Clayton. Have you any figures or data showing the number 
of men among these 16,000 that you spoke of, the number per annum 
killed or injured by accident while in Government employ and 
as a result of that employment ? 

Mr. Adams. I have tried to get some data along those lines. I was 
in the dispensary of the Brooklyn Navy- Yard a day or two ago, and 
I found that there were no records kept of what happens there. 

Mr. Alexander. Mr. Adams, how long have you been employed at 
the Washington Navy- Yard ? 

Mr. Adams. I have been in Washington since 1898. 

Mr. Alexander. In that ten years how many accidents have oc- 
curred at the navy-yard in Washington ? 

Mr. Adams. It would be difficult for me to say. I believe that the 
number of accidents occurring in the Government plants is very much 
less, in percentage, than those occurring in private plants of a simi- 
lar character. 

Mr. GiLLETT. I may say that in Springfield, in the last year, I 
know of two accidents; and I should agree with the statement made 
by Mr. Adams ; I think that is true. 

Mr. Clayton. Were they bad accidents, Mr. Gillett? 

Mr. Gillett. One was serious and resulted in the loss of an arm. 
The other was where an employee received a bullet in his leg and was 
away probably for six months. 

Mr. Clayton. By the explosion of a cartridge ? 

Mr. Gillett. No ; they were testing rifles down below, and the bul- 
let glanced up through the floor. 

Mr. Alexander. There was no contributory negligence there ? 

Mr. Gillett. Not the slightest. 

Mr. Adams. I should imagine that the number of accidents that 
had occurred in the different navy-yards would be interesting, but so 
far as I am concerned I do not know how to get them. 

We are very anxious to secure some action at this session of Con- 
gress, and I am sure that the machinists will appreciate it very much 
if this committee should report the Sterling bill or something equally 
as good. The bill has been indorsed, I believe, by the American 
Federation of Labor, and has been indorsed by the different labor 
organizations having jurisdiction over the Government plants. 

Mr. Clayton. Do vou not think that this Sterling bill is very broad 
in its provisions? It provides that the Government shall be liable 
to civilian employees ''whose compensation is, or probable earnings 
are, less than at the rate of $2,500 per annum." Don't you think that 
is rather broad, for it takes in clerks and various employees who do 
not assume any special risk or hazard on account of their employ- 
ment? I understood that the primary object of a law of this kind 
was to afford some means of compensation in case of injury or death 
to people who are in arsenals and navy-yards, where the work is extra 
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hazardous. Do you think that Congress ought to be asked to include 
all civilian employees all over the country of every kind and 
character? 

Mr. Adams. I will say this, that by reason of the fact that I repre- 
sent the machinists my attitude might be interpreted to mean that 
they are only interested in themselves. Such view is not the case. 
I believe that most any man who undertakes to represent the laboring 
man, and represent him accurately, believes that every man should 
come within the horizon of his sympathies. For that reason we can 
not see why the Government should enact legislation applicable to 
one class of employees and not applicable to another; and we approve 
of every employee of the Government coming within the provisions 
of this enactment. 

Mr. Alexander. In other words, you think that if an elevator of 
the Treasury Department is coming down and through neglect of the 
Government it drops 40 feet and kills half a dozen clerks that they 
should recover as well as others? 

Mr. Adams. I think so. 

Mr. Clayton. Well, let us take a case like this : Here is a city de- 
livery letter carrier who is run over by an automobile. He is carrying 
letters; there comes along a reckless man in an automobile, and it runs 
over him. Do you think the United States ought to be liable in that 
case? 

Mr. Adams. It would be a most difficult thing for me to say, by 
the mere citation of a case, without knowing the details or the circum- 
stances surrounding it. I dare say that the Secretary of Commerce 
and Labor, who would be charged under this bill with the adminis- 
tration of the law, would require more information than that volun- 
teered by the gentleman. 

Mr. Clayton. I am not volunteering any information, but you are 
proposing to Congress to enact legislation. Now, we ought to know 
the scope of the legislation in order to legislate intelligently, and we 
want to know the extent to which this may go. Would it reach the 
case of the letter carrier that I have spoken of? 

Mr. Adams. Certainly ; it would reach his case to this extent, that 
inquiry would be made by the Department of Commerce and Labor 
as to whether the letter carrier in question was willful or malicious 
in his conduct. 

Mr. Clayton. I am not putting it upon that ground. The letter 
carrier, we will say, is regularly m the discharge of his duties, and 
is crossing from one side of a street to the other carrying his letters. 
There comes along a reckless automobilist, who runs over him and 
kills him. 

Mr. Reid. Do you mean an automobilist in the employ of the Gov- 
ernment ? 

Mr. Clayton. Xo. The letter carrier is afoot, walking along the 
street in the discharge of his duty, carrying letters, and is killed by 
the automobile. Do vou want the Government to be liable in a case 
of that kind ; is that the purpose of your bill ? 

Mr. Adams. That involves legal questions that I do not think I am 
prepared to answer. 

Mr. At^xakder. Would you suggest, under those circumstances, 
that the letter carrier sue the automobile owner and get his damages 
in that way? 
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Mr. Adams. The same condition might apply to the letter carrier 
that would in all probability apply to the railway ^mail clerk under 
the same act; he would have redress against the railroad company, 
and the letter carrier might have redress against the owner of the 
automobile. 

Mr. Clayton. But I am not talking about that. You are seeking 
to change the relation of the Government to the employee, and you 
are permitting the employee to sue the Government. You want to 
let every civil employee of the Government have a right of action 
against the Government without let or hindrance. Is that your 
position? 

Mr. Adams. My position is this, that every civil employee of the 
Government shall be compensated under this act who has been in- 
jured in the performance of his duties, and such injury is to be in- 
vestigated by the Department of Commerce and Labor. 

Mr. Alexander. It is suggested to me by Mr. Diekema that this 
is an accident insurance bill. 

Mr. Clayton. Yes; of course, it would make the Government as- 
sume the position of insuring every employee against accident. 

Mr. Alexander. That would be the practical result. 

Mr. Adams. Accidents received in the performance of duty. 

Mr. Diekema. But not necessarily arising from the performance 
of duty. 

Mr. Eeid. That is the point I want to get at. 

Mr. Adams. I do not know that I am prepared to answer that 
question. 

Mr. Alexander. Carrying out Mr. Clayton's idea, which opens 
up a large field, supposing a letter carrier is delivering letters m a 
city and he slips on the ice upon the sidewalk and breaks a leg. Now, 
a citizen, not a Government employee, would have a right of action 
against the municipality, but you, under this bill, would say that the 
letter carrier should be p» id by Uncle Sam also. 

Mr. Adams. Do the provisions of the bill suggest that to the 
mind? 

Mr. Clayton. They do, because the bill says " in the course of 
the injured person's employment." Under that you would make the 
Government an accident insurance company. 

Mr. Adams. Does not this suggest itself to your mind, that if 
this particular letter carrier has to pursue an employment that leads 
him into these hazardous ways, that he could and should be com- 
pensated for the injury ? 

Mr. Clayton. I want to know the scope of your bill. No; I do 
not think the Government of the United States should run an acci- 
dent insurance business, because there would be no end to it. But 
take another case: Suppose the doorkeeper sitting at his post out 
here, who is an employee, and whose business it is to sit there, is at- 
tacked by a ruffian, who beats him nearly to death. Do you think 
the Government ought to be liable in a case like that? 

Mr. Adams. It seems to me that the Government undertakes to 
provide police protection for its buildings, and if it does not provide 
adequate police protection it should be responsible. 

Mr. Clayton. Suppose a messenger from one of the Departments 
is sent out on some mission by that Department, and some person 
disconnected with the Government, in some accidental or malicious 
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way happens to injure him. Do you think the Government ought to 
be liable there ? 

Mr. Adams. The question would arise whether he was injured be- 
cause he was a messenger or because of his own personality. 

Mr. CltAyton. Then it resolves itself into this, that if he is injured 
in any way, from any source, just because he is performing work or 
doing something in the course of his employment by the Government, 
you think the Government ought to be liable. The bill says, " in the 
course of the injured person's employment;" that is the language. 

Mr. Adams. You will find that the bil provides for investigation 
on the part of the Department of Commerce and Labor. 

Mr. Clayton. But that is merely a detail in the administration of 
the law. I am talking about what the law shall be, not the adminis- 
tration of it. 

Mr. Adams. For my part, personally, I believe this : An employee, 
if injured in the performance of his duty, should be compensated 
for it regardless oi what his particular duty may be. If he is unfor- 
tunate enough to be a clerk, he should be compensated just the same 
as if he were a mechanic. 

f Mr. Clayton. Do you not think that there are a great many people 
[in this country anxious to be " unfortunate " enough to be clerks ? 

Mr. Adams. I am not advised 

Mr. Clayton. I think that if you go down and consult the records 
of the Civil Service Commission that you will find several hundred 
thousand, may be half a million, yearning for that " unfortunate " 
condition, and quite willing to accept clerical positions under the 
Government. 

Mr. Adams. That might be true at this particular time. 

Mr. Clayton. Do you think that on account of the present panic 
it is limited to this particular time ? 

Mr. Adams. I suppose that there would be more now than at other 
times, probably. 

Mr, Clayton. I think the yearning for the " unfortunate " condi- 
tion goes on all the time. That is my experience* and I have been 
here ten years. I think that those desiring to be put in the category 
of the " unfortunate " citizens who hold clerical positions in the 
Government is increasing every year. 

Mr. Adams. Now, I have said about all I care to say 

Mr. Reid. I would like to ask you one question before you sit down. 
The bill provides for an investigation by the Department of Com- 
merce and Labor. What do they investigate ; what is the purpose of 
their investigation ? 

Mr. Adams. The purpose of their investigation, as I understand 
the bill,, is to find out if the person injured has been willful or mali- 
cious in his conduct in bringing about the injury. 

Mr. Clayton. Guilty of contributory negligence ? 

Mr. Adams. Grossly contributory negligence. 

Mr. Clayton. But it does not involve the idea of negligence any- 
where upon the part of the Government. 

Mr. Adams. No; not as I understand it. 

Mr. Clayton. It creates an absolutely new liability upon the part 
of the Government, and one unknown before. 

Mr. Adams. Yes ; as I understand it, the bill is unique in the lia- 
bility laws of this country, but it is something that has been in vogue 
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in a great many countries of the world, and it works successfully. 
Doctor Neill has gone over this bill, and probably knows a great deal 
more about it than I do, and I am sure tne committee would be glad 
to hear what he has to say upon the measure. 

STATEUENT OF UB. CHABLES F. NEILL, COUIQSSIONEB OF 

LABOB, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Mr. Neill. I will say, ^ntlemen, that I am not appearing at my 
own initiative. Mr. Stirling sent me copies of these bills, and asked 
me if I would appear before the committee to-day and discuss the 
matter with them. I have gone over the subject carefully, and per- 
haps I can indicate in just a word the principal differences between 
the bills. In the first place, the Sterling bill does away entirely with 
any doctrine of negligence on the part of the Government. It makes 
the Government liable for all injuries arising out of employment, 
irrespective of whether there is any negligence on the part of the 
Government or the Government ofiicials. In that respect the doc- 
trine is new in this country. We are the only country in the civilized 
industrial world that has not accepted those doctrines. In every 
European country the principle has been adopted that the employer 
shall bear the entire trade risk, irrespective of whether there be neglect 
on its part for the accident or not. In some countries in the case 
of neglect the employer can be sued as under the liability act. Where 
there is no neglect on his part, the employee has a right of recovery 
through compensation, as in this bill. That is the view I have taken — 
that if there are double risks in any trade somebody has to bear them, 
and it is just as fair, it is more fair,* that the consuming public 
through the employer should bear that loss than that it should be 
borne by the particular employer on whom the accident falls. In the 
second place, the Sterling bill pays a fixed compensation for injury 
or death, requiring no suit, while the bills of Mr. Gillett and Mr. 
Roberts require suit. 

Mr. Roberts. Pardon me, but you are not familiar with my bill if 
you say that. My bill provides for an adjustment by the Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Neill. Yes; the right of compromise, but it gives the em- 
ployee the right of suit. 

Mr. Roberts. It gives him the right to sue if he can not adjust 
his difference with the head of the Department. The practical 
result would be that the employee first would endeavor to have the 
head of the Department make compensation under the law, and, fail- 
ing in that, he would have the right to sue. 

Mr. Neill. There are no regulations governing the head of the 
Department as to the fixing of the amount. 

Mr. Roberts. Excepting $4,000 in case of injury and $5,000 in 
case of death. 

Mr. Neill. As I read the bill, the first provision gave the employee 
the right of suit and, secondarily, permitted the head of the Depart- 
ment to compromise the case. 

Mr. Roberts. But the ordinary result of that would be that the 
compromise would be sought first, and, failing in that, the suit 
would come in next. 
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Mr. Neill. It also involves negligence on the part of the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Roberts. Oh, yes. . 

Mr. Neill. And that is the principal difference between the two 
bills. The Sterling bill does not require negligence on the part of the 
Government before any compensation is paid, and it does not re- 
quire suit. 

As I have said, that principle is used in "European countries, all of 
them. In all those cases the compensation is fixed and defined along 
the lines indicated ia this bill, and its administration is not a judicisS 
matter. The discretion allowed to the Secretary of Commerce and 
Labor under this bill is very slight. His work is primarily to find 
out whether there is a real accident, and, secondarily, whether the 
accident comes within the law. The rest is simply a matter of com- 
putation as to how much should be paid. There are further pro- 
visions allowing him to distribute these amounts, for it would seem 
that if a man leaves two children who had been dependent upon him, 
one 16 and one 8, that it is manifestly inequitable to divide that 
fund equally between the two, for the 16-year-6ld boy is practically 
able to support himself, while the 8-year-old child would not be for 
a number of years. I can repeat what I said at the beginning — ^that 
in this respect, both in public and in private employment, the United 
States stands alone among all of the industrial countries of the world 
in still leaving the trade risk to be borne by the employee. 

Mr. DiEKEMA. The Government service, or in general? 

Mr. Neill. In every European country the principle embodied in 
this bill applies to all private employment, and most of them have a 
provision that applies to the 'Government in exactly the same way as 
it is applied to private employment. 

Mr. DiEKEMA. This bill limits it to the Government? 

Mr. Neill. Yes ; limits it to the Government solely. 

Mr. DiEKEMA. What possible excuse can there be for singling out 
the Government, especially here, for the application of the principle 
of insurance? It ought to go throughout the whole trade relations 
of the country, ought it not? 

Mr. Neill. I think it should, but there is this difference: In the 
domain left outside of Congressional action the United States will 
necessarily be behind the civilized world in all its relations of this 
kind. No State wants to put a burden upon itself, upon its indus- 
tries, that is not borne by the industries of another State, and there- 
fore it is very difficult — — 

Mr. BEm. Is the burden upon the industry ; is it not upon the con- 
sumer? 

Mr. Neill. Primarily it is placed on the industry, and then on the 
consumer. As I understand it the burden is not put on the consumer 
directly, for the producer can sell his goods cheaper. If you put this 
burden on one State and not on an adjoining State, that State which 
has the burden is simply injured .to that extent, and therefore, as 1 
said, it will always be more difficult to get progressive legislation in 
this coimtry in industrial matters th^^ in European countries; and so 
far as the Federal Government is concerned, or the power of Con- 
gress, I see no reason why the principle should not be applied 
generally. 
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Mr. 'Reid. Suppose it is applied generally, what is your idea as 
to the effect of it in eliminating the safeguards usually observed to 
avoid accident? Would it eliminate that factor? 

Mr. Neill. I do not imagine anybody is going to risk accident or 
death for the sake of 

Mr. Beid. Not for the individual himself, but those who provide 
safety appliances? 

Mr. Neill. No; because the burden rests upon the proportion of 
accidents, for if a man is insured, each industry is rated according to 
the efficiency of the protection, just the same as if you get insurance 
a man will be' sent around to see that your building is in proper 
shape, and if not you will have to pay a higher rate ; so if the em- 
ployer sought to equalize burdens by taking out insurance, the rate 
of insurance would depend upon the safeguards of the employer in 
protecting his employees against risk. 

I might say in regard to the Sterling bill, which I went over more 
carefully than the others, that there are a number of minor changes 
which from an administrative view point I think would improve it 
considerably. 

Mr. Alexander. Will you. suggest them so that we will have it in 
the report. Have you it in brief form? 

Mr. Neill. No; I simply have a copy of the bill with the inter- 
lineations. 

Mr. Alexander. Suppose you indicate them and we will have the 
benefit of the suggested changes. 

Mr. NEiMi. I think it would save time to file it with the committee, 
and if the committee wants to know the reasons for the changes I 
would be Very glad to submit them in writing. 

Mr. Clayton. I did not understand you to state in the beginning 
from what organization or from what Department of the Govern- 
ment you come? 

Mr. Neiij.. I am in charge of the Bureau of Labor. 

Mr. Clayton. Do you come at the instance of the head of the 
Bureau of Labor? 

Mr. Neill. I am the head of the Bureau of Labor, and I come at 
the instance of Mr. Sterling, and I also think I had an invitation 
from the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. Clayton. I wanted lo know in what capacity you came. 

/Mr. Neill. I think I stated at the beginning that I did not come 
at my own initiative. 

Mr. Clayton. Oh, it would be all right if you would, but I wanted 
to ascertain the facts, that is all. 

Mr. Neill. I would like to make one more suggestion to bring out 
a point that Mr. Adams was discussing. It seems to me that when 
it comes to a question of this kind, of hazardous employment, it is 
hardly fair for a man — for example, take an occupation in which 
the injuries are 10 per thousand, and another occupation in which 
the injuries are 50 per thousand. It does not make a bit of difference 
to the man injured in the occupation of the less hazard, so far as his 
family is concerned ; and, on the other hand, if the occupation is not 
hazardous the Government is called upon very rarely to bear the 
burden of damages. If I am engaged as a messenger in a Depart- 
ment, and am sent up to clean off the books of a library, and the 
ladder upon which I am standing breaks and my neck is broken, it 
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seems to me that it is not fair to say to my family : " You cS,n not 
have the same compensation that would be paid to the family of 
another man, because his occupation is more hazardous." The family 
will say that the employment was hazardous enough 'to kill the man. 

Mr. Alexander. But under the Sterling bill you would rely upon 
the Department of Commerce and Labor to make the investigation 
to see if the employee knew that the ladder was not sufficiently strong. 

Mr. Neill. Certainly. 

Mr. Alexander. In order to find out 1/ow much contributory neg- 
ligence there was. 

Mr. GiLLETT. May I say that there is no provision of contributory 
negligence in the Sterling bill. 

Mr. Neill. It speaks of " serious and willful misconduct ; " and I 
might say that in every European country that same principle ap- 
plies, it requires serious and willful misconduct.* A man in any occu- 
, pation becomes very much accustomed to the risks of that occupation. 
As you know, he will take the risks every day in the year, and if he 
does not take them he will lose his job; he would not be worth two 
cents as an employee. And therefore he becomes accustomed to 
them. As a matter of fact, as in all human occupations, he takes the 
chances, and continues to take them. Suppose the man did look at 
the ladder, he might have thought it was all right. Probably you 
and I might examine a ladder pretty carefully — I would not want to 
get on one at all, but if I climb up a ladder many times a day I will 
soon learn to take the chances, and that constitutes the viciousness 
of contributory negligence. It is an element of human nature in all 
hazardous employments, and it is perfectly natural that an employee 
should become accustomed to the hazard. Take the case of the bank, 
where a great deal of money is handled. We handle our money very 
carefully, while there it is thrown around like merchandise. 

The railroad employee takes gre^t chances in a way that soon 
becomes second nature to him, the risk wears oflF, and he does not 
think about it. Whenever the doctrine of contributory negligence is 
allowed to come in then you are penalizing a man for doing things 
that ninety-nine men in a hundred will do. In all of the large cities, 
Washington as well, people are constantly taking great risks in front 
of moving street ears; we all become accustomed to it. If I go up to 
New York City I will stand on a street corner ten minutes trying 
to get a chance to go across, while in the meantime the people who 
live there and who are accustomed to the risks, will be continually 
moving back and forth. It is pretty hard to say to us that because 
we become accustomed to these things we shall be guilty of con- 
tributory negligence and shall be penalized for it. But it really is 
penalizing the man's family. The British act goes so far that in 
case of temporary incapacity the " serious and willful hiisconduct " 
clause will prevent the man from securing compensation, but as I 
read the act — and my opinion in regard to this is subject to change, 
because it is hard to understand some of the British laws — in case 
of permanent disability, and in the case of death, the " serious and 
willful misconduct " does not count. If a man is killed and leaves 
a family, even if due to misconduct, the British government pays. 
Mr. Clayton. Did the Sterling bill emanate from your Bureau? 
Mr. Neill. No, sir. I might explain, as to the principles involved 
in the Sterling bill, that the principle of employee's compensation 
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has been advocated by the President for several years, and we have 
looked into the matter. I think this bill was drawn by the counsel 
for the American Federation of Labor, and a good deal of informa- 
tion concerning it was furnished from my Bureau. Application was 
made for information regarding foreign laws, and I have discussed 
it with them a good deal. 

Mr. Clayton. You were asked a while ago if you thought it unjust 
to include one class of employees and exclude another, and yet in the 
beginning of this bill you exclude a man who happens to receive 
$2,500 per annum salary. Do you not think that the man who gets 
$2,500 a year, who supports his family and carries his burdens, ought 
to be entitled to the same principles of justice that you mentioned 
a while ago and to receiA e the same recognition as the man who re- 
ceives less ? Upon what principle do you justify that discrimination ? 

Mr. Neill. The line has to be drawn somewhere and on this ac- 
count. It is assumed that if he earns enough to do so he will take 
care of himself and provide insurance for his family. My idea was 
this, that in presenting anv bill there must be some reasonable 
limitation. ^ 

Mr. Clayton. That was my idea in asking the questions I did as 
to the limit with regard to hazardous employment, that there must 
be some reasonable limitations, and* vet it does not seem reasonable 
to apply the limitations there and turn right around and, because a 
man is a little more efficient and is able to earn more money than the 
other man, say that he is to be excluded by reason of his greater 
earning capacity. Do you think th^t is fair and just ? 

Mr. Neill. The whole basis for a bill of this kind is upon the fact 
that the earnings in a great many occupations are so low that a man 
can not make adequate provision for his family. He goes on the 
assumption that he has a certain span of life to live, during which 
time he will endeavor to raise liis children. I said to a workman not 
long ago, a workman who was engaged in a hazardous occupation: 
" Do you carry any insurance? " And he replied: " I have about a 
thousand dollars, which will probabh^ pay up my debts, leave enough 
for a decent burial, and also probablv take care of mv wife for a few 
months until she can get something to do." I said to him : " Does 
it not worry you to think of leaving your wife and your children, in 
case you are killed, in that shape?' And he said: " I do not think 
of it at all, because if I did I would not sleep at night." And I 
would say that that is the case with 95 per cent of the wage-earners 
of the country. They are saying that a man has an ordinary span of 
life in which he can take care of his family, bring up his children to 
the best of his ability, and if an accident should prevent that it ought 
not to cause such an undue hardship upon his family. An attempt is 
made in this bill to diffuse that so that the loss will not be so serious. 
The principle there is that any man who secures a sufficient com- 
pensation need not be provided for by the Government. In Eu- 
ropean countries they fix the same limit. ^ 

Mr. Clatton. I understand, but we are proposing to legislate here; 
what is done in Europe is not a guide here. 

Mr. Neill. But I assume that a principle which has recognition 
in every industrial country of the world is fair to suggest here. 

Mr. Clayton. You can use that as an argument; it might be per- 
suasive, but not conclusive. I remember that during the Spanish-' 

43137—08 2 
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American war I made a visit to the navy-yard h^re^ and I happened 
to see, I believe, two experts — I think only two — working on a 12 or 
13 inch gun, putting on the finishing touches. I was told that there 
were only two men there who could do that, and I was also told that 
the Government paid them $15 a day for their expert work, and I 
assume that they earned in twelve months more than $2,500. You 
would exclude them, would you not? Yet there is a man who is 
shoveling coal right around the corner who would be allowed to come 
in and receive the benefit of such a law in case of accident, while 
if some support gives aw^y and this 13 -inch gun falls upon the 
skilled mechanic and kills him he gets no benefits. Do you think 
that is right? 

Mr. Neill. As I say, you can not draft a general law in which 
you can not point out inequalities and apparent injustices; but I say 
that the principle of this is to take care of the man's family. The 
man who receives $15 a day is able to provide his family against 
accident that may occur to him. 

Mr. Clayton. Perhaps he may have taken the President's advice, 
gotten the stork busy, and may have twelve' or fifteen children. 

Mr. Neill. But $15 a day would allow a man even with fifteen 
children to pay for insurance. 

Mr. Clayton. But ought we not to frame a law on definite prin- 
-ciples? Ought not principles to underlie a law that are sound? A 
man might well ask, if you put it at $2,500, why not reduce it to 
$2,000; and another one might say, why not reduce it to $1,500? The 
use that you can put $2,500 to is relative. I can go down into my dis- 
trict, the greatest on earth, where a man can live better than anywhere 
on earth, and by providing him with $2,500 he can live like a lord, 
while a man with an average family in Washington, paying house 
rent and meeting the heavy expenses here, could not do well. 

Mr. Neill. You could hardly put it on the basis of cost of living. 
If the matter could be w^orked out so as to meet every particular 
case and do justice everywhere, it would be a very perfect law. 

Mr. Clayton. Tell me where the principle of justice is in fixing 
this at $2,500, an arbitrary figure. 

Mr. Neill. Anything you put in there is arbitrary. 

Mr. Clayton. But some men would say, why not make it $3,000 ? 
What argument would you present against that, the same as you 
present against the $2,500? 

Mr. Neill. I would simply present the argument that there must 
be a line drawn somewhere, and $2,500 is supposed to be a fair limit. 

Mr. Clayton. By whom is it considered a fair limit? 

Mr. Neill. Whatever amount is embodied by Congress would be 
presumed to be a fair limit. 

Mr. Clayton. I wish when you come back here a^gain that you 
would get us some figures; I think you are in a position to do so. 
I notice that jou leave the amount appropriated by this bill for the 
execution of it blank. I wish you would give us some information, 
«ome idia of how much we ought to appropriate, how inuch appro- 
priation per annum this sort of legislation would entail upon Ihe 
(rovemment. 

Mr. Alexander. Our subcommittee, to which the Gillett bill has 
been referred, is very much interested in this hearing, and we would 
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be glad I know to take this subject up at some future day. We 
perhaps will not decide on that now, but we will give you notice, 
and it Mr. Adams will leave his address we will also send notice 
to him. 

Mr. !B(»BRTS. There is a gentleman here who has come from 
Boston in the interest of mv bill, and if the committee can fix a 
date for hearing him it would acconunodate him. 

Mr. Alexander. So far as I am concerned, and I think that will 
meet the view of the other members of the subcommittee, we can hear 
him at 2.30 this afternoon. 

Archibald Clements, 1908, knocked down by a sheet %t canvas that broke 
loose by the wind, and fell down a hatch ; fractured hl6 knee and was badly 
shaken up; nine weeks. 

Dick Burke lost an eye about five years ago ; riveter. 

Frank Grunno lost an eye ; out from October 10 to December 10, 1902 ; chipper. 

George Green lost an eye in 1899 ; fourteen weeks out ; chipper. 

Dennis Donohue lost an eye; chipper. 

David Devol, hand smashed by shaper ; out fifteen weeks ; 1900. 

John Griffin, hand smashed in shaper; out three months; February 25 to 
May 25, 1907. 

Joseph Bett«icourt nearly one year out with a broken leg in 1904. 



Chablestown, Mass., April 19, 190S, 

I, Archie Clements, employed as a ship fitter at the Boston Navy-Yard, 
make this statement in regards to injuries received while at work. Was at 
work in after 8-inch tjjrret ammunition hoist when a large bench or trestle 
was blown by the wind over into the open barbette and struck and broke into 
the timber to Which my staging was slung, allowing one side of my staging to 
fall and letting me down about 18 or 20 feet and sustaining a compound frac- 
ture of the left knee cap and a fractured left shoulder ; also two badly sprain^ 
feet. It was necessary to have an operation on knee and was in hospital for 
six weeks and laid up for nine weeks and am unable to perform all forms of 
my usual work at present, and also am unable to get up and down stairs or 
kneel down on knee or to put my hand to my mouth after three months' time, 
as I was injured on the 10th of December, 1907. The doctor informs me that 
the knee will never return to normal condition, and that I will always be more 
or less crippled. 

Abchie Clements. 



Boston, Mass., March 20, 1908, 

Dear Sib : I was employed on March 3, 1908, at the Charlestown Navy- Yard, 
loading the auxiliary Sterling with anchors and chains, when the, derrick fall 
hook caught the fore and aft hatch bean, dropping it into the hold, falling on 
my left foot, cutting off three toes and bruising the other two. 

William Rice. 



Mabgh 20, 1908. 

I, William MeClay, had a finger taken off my left hand by a reaming; ma- 
chine February 21, 1908 ; did not have proper use of my arms on acoount of 
close place to work and very hard to get at. 

Wm. MoClay. 



On May 19, 1900, Dennis Donahue had a chip from a steel plate go in his 
eye, of which he lost the sight, and could not work for sixteen weeks. It hap- 
pened on board the Topeka, in the Boston Navy- Yard. Married and has ei|^ht 
in fiimlly. 
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Uevere, Mass., March /7, 1908, 

The accldeut which left nie attJictecl for life occurred November 15, 1902. 
While at work in the anchor shop, Charlestowu Navy- Yard, I scalded my right 
leg in a barrel of scalding water, sunk level with the ground with steam exhaust 
pipe running into it and no guard around it or protection whatever, I was 
about my work getting those tapered brick for the forge, which was stored up 
overhead. As I went to step back, not knowing that infernal trap was there, I 
fell into it. I was scalded from my toes up to my knee. I was laid up eight 
months. Doctor Andrews, of Beachmont, attended me. I also was taken to 
the Massachusetts Hospital, and there I was told by the doctors if they had had 
the case they would have amputated* it, for it was what they called parboiled. 
But Doctor Andrews, being a very skillful physician, succeeded by applying 
powerful salves to eat off all the dead flesh down to the bone to save It, 
although he himself af one time was doubtful whether he would make a success. 
For six months I was confled to the bed,* suffering unexplainable torture; then 
two months more before I could earn a cent. I went back to the navy-yard 
in June; had to walk with a cane, which I do even now. I was given a job to 
take charge of a toilet department, which I could do very well. After Captain 
Moore left the yard I was put back in the blacksmith shop, which was not suit- 
able work for one in my condition, and I have been laid off a great many times 
when there was a lay off for several months at a time, also the 24 cents per 
day extra has been taken off my wages. 

GusTAvus A. Smith. 



Colin C. Crawford, a coppersmith, while about his work in the fire room of 
the U. S. S. Tennessee, fell down a hole made by the removal of floor plate, and 
which hole he was unable to see because of a lack of light in fire room. 

This accident resulted in the dislocation of hifi ankle and the crushing of a 
small bone in his leg, necessitating his removal to the relief station of the 
Boston City Hospital, where he was confined for ten days undergoing treatment. 

This accident happened on August 30, 1907, from which date he was unable 
to regain the use of his ankle sufliciently to return to work until October 28, 
1907, and it is very probable that he will always have a lame step, as he now 
walks with the aid of a cane. 



On October 13, 1905, I was caught by the electric cranje in the steam engi- 
neering department of the Boston Navy-Yard; my left hand was crushed, and 
is to-day in such a deformed condition that I am able to use it to very little 
advaijtage. My right arm was cut off at the shoulder. My head was cut open 
and it required seven stitches to close it. The ribs on the right side of my body 
were torn from my backbone. I was in the hospital for a month, and when I 
came out was unable for six months to do manual labor, and I am to-day, more 
than two and a half years from time of accident, unable to properly attend to 
the necessities of nature or to dress myself. 
Sincerely, yours, 

John W. Fletcher. 



List of accidents at the steam engineering department^ navy-yard, Boston, Mass. 

(civiliam^ employees only), 

January 5, 1907. F. E. Spain, left thumb badly cut. 

January 17, 1907. Adolphus Jouanuet, hand badly cut in pattern shop. This 
developed blood poison. Injured man has not since been able to report for work. 

January 17, 1907. R. H. Webber, thumb severely cut in pattern shop. 

January 19, 1907. J. M. Kelley, machinist, right hand badly crushed in ma- 
chine shop. 

March 19, 1907. Patrick Fahey, blacksmith, hand badly injured. Was de- 
prived of use of hand for a long time. 

March 27, 1907. James Campbell, boiler onaker, foot badly crushed. 

April 18, 1907. C. Lundstetd, boiler maker, elbow and back badly hurt. 

June 12, 1907. Michael Fennell, shoulder and side badly hurt. Was unable to 
report for work for a long time. 
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July 13, 1907. J. Fraser, rigger, badly injured in left 1^. 

July 18, 1907. E. H. Wight, leg injured. 

July 25, 1907. Peter Johnson, molder, badly injured in foundry, losing three 
toes of left foot. 

July 25, 1907. B. Danofsky, heavy forger, severely burned about face and 
hands in boiler shop. Unable to work for long time. 

July 26, 1907. J. Kelson, boiler maker helper, fingers of right hand badly cut. 

July 27, 1907. William Hough, boiler maker, left thumb crushed in boiler shop. 
Subsequently lose thumb. 

July 31, 1907. Michael Norris, boiler maker, bad accident to right eye. Unable 
to use same for long time. 

July 31, 1907. Joseph A. Connor, messenger boy, machine shop, left foot badly 
crushed. * Laid up long time. 

August 2, 1907. E. J. Harrington, boiler maker helper, left leg badly crushed. 

August 2, 1907. Daniel Gardner, machinist helper, right hand badly crushed. 

August 9, 1907. Alex. Rose, boiler maker helper, severe wound to left arm. 

August 26, 1907. Timothy Haley, boiler maker, left hand badly wounded. 

August 27, 1907. George W. Butler, machinist, severe Injuries to head. 

August 30, 1907. Colin C. Crawford, coppersmith, broken ankle. 

October 1, 1907. M. J. Duran, leading man boiler mafiier, bad injury to left foot. 

October 14, 1907. George Truckess, boiler maker, injury to back. 

October 18, 1907. William Barry, boiler maker helper, foot badly sprained. 

October 26, 1907. Rupert W. Anderson, pattern maker apprentice, right arm 
badly cut. 

October 81, 1907. Oscar W«iner, holder on, middle finger left hand crushed. 

November 11, 1907. J. P. White, boiler maker, head badly injured. 

December 14, 1907. William McCarthy, master coppersmith, accident to face; 
badly cut. 

January 23, 1908. B. J. Shofl!, boiler maker, severe Injury to right side. 

February 7, 1908. A. J. Porter, machinist, toes crushed. 

February 14, 1908. Timothy J. Buckley, boiler maker, right hand badly 
crushed. 

February 17, 1908. Thomas Crawford, hand badly injured. 

February 17, 1908. George Martin, quarterman boiler maker, right leg badly 
injured. 

February 18, 1908. Lawrence Fitzgerald, boiler maker, severe accident to eye. 

February 20, 1908. J. J. Keaney, boiler maker, severe Injury to right hand. 

March 7, 1908. Alfred Cannell. machinist helper, hand severely cut. 

May 18, 1901. J. B. Cook, machinist, fell dead while at work. 

February 28, 1902. John Kenney, boilermaker, side and back severely hurt. 

June 9, 1902. Daniel Brennan, holder on, ankle badly wrenched. 

October 10, 1902. John F. Kelley, boilermaker, head and back badly Injured. 

November 5, 1902. E. A. Dickson, painter, chest and head badly Injured. 

March 18, 1903. Charles H. Dlrksmeyer, Charles C. Crowley, coppersmiths, 
badly burned by explosion of gasoline torch In copper shop. 

March 26, 1903. Alfred Pearson, puncher and shearer, badly burned by a 
carboy of muriatic acid breaking. 

April 13, 1903. Charles H. Bridges, machinist, badly scalded on neck and 
hands, through some one opening a valve on the Ajax. 

May 27, 1907. H. H. Richardson, engine tender, hand and fingers badly crushed. 

June 20, 1903. John Keaney, boilermaker apprentice, hand badly cut. 

July 29, 1903. J. J. McAullflCe, fireman, dislocation of shoulder. 

August 1, 1903. George H. Hodgson, machinist tool hand, feet badly hurt. 

August 11, 1903. E. F. McCarthy, Iron finisher's helper, back Injured. 

September 9, 1903. Jeremiah McCarthy, melter, burned on arm and face In 
foundry by hot metal. 

September 14, 1903. Thomas H. Soutter, boilermaker, right leg badly hurt. 

September 17, 1903. William O'Donnell, machinist, head badly hurt. 

September 29, 1903. Peter Towle, machinist, burned about face and neck, 

October 26, 1903. Gerhard Hedberg, rigger's helper, knee jammed. 

January 20, 1904. Ed. T. Dando, boilermaker, back injured. 

May 31, 1904. William C. Maclntyre, molder, hand jammed. 

July 13, 1904. Thomas O'Neill, blacksmith's helper, thumb jammed to a jelly. 

July 29, 1904. Edward Flynn, boy boiler scaler, head badly Injured. 

August 4, 1904. N. O. Gruner, flange turner, severe injury to ankle. 

August 17, i904. J. A. Black, machinist, arm badly injured. 
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October 1, 1904. Hubert Sulkey, iron finisher's helper, struck by flying piece 
of iron while breaking same for foundry use. He died a few hours after, never 
having regained his senses. Left a wife and flve small children destitute. 

November 9, 1904. William Hurley, holder on, bad injuries to right leg and 
foot. 

December 8, 1904. James Miller, boilermaker helper, badly injured all over. 

December 13, 1904. Timothy F. Qninn, machinist, left hand jammed badly. 

January 12, 1905. Frank Murphy, boilermaker help^, face badly cut by 
steam hammer. 

February 6, 1905. Patrick H. Rooney, machinist helper, fell dead in shop. 

February 6, 1905. M. F. McCafferty, iron finisher's helper, side badly hurt. 

April 25, 1905. William Duffy, blacksmith helper, arm badly injured. 

April 4, 1902. J. M. Fleming, boilermaker, left foot badly injured. 

March 28, 1902. M. Hurley, right hand badly crushed. 

January 20, 1900. J. E. Magner, both arms badly crushed. Was done up in 
wire work as result of same. Was never able to do heavy work after and has 
since died. 

June 2, 1905. J. J. Gilliss, rivet heater, badly scalded while at work on Hist. 

July 15, 1905. John Raines, boilermaker's helper, hip and leg badly injured. 

August 22; 1905. R. J. *Neagle, rivet heater, foot badly scalded. 

September 30, 1905. William Guilfoyle, boilermaker's helper, left foot crushed. 

September 30, 1905. George Story, boilermaker, foot and leg badly injured. 
Was unable to walk for long time. 

September 19, 1905. J. J. Landers, back and legs badly hurt. 

October 13. 1905. J. W. Fletcher, machinist, right arm run over by 7-ton 
crane. Subsequently arm was amputated. 

November 3, 1905. G. C. Preble, house joiner, body and hand badly jammed. 

November 10, 1905. John Doherty, machinist, head badly hurt. 

December 21, 1905. Thomas O'Keefe, boilermaker's helper, right foot badly 
Injured. 

January 8, 1906. William J. Walsh, tinner, right hand torn in rolls. 

January 15, 1906. Leslie A. Chapman, rigger, side and back badly injured. 

February 21, 1906. Cornelius Powers, rigger, left ankle broken. 

March 5, 1906. Thomas Soutter and Jeffrey Moore, boilermakers, both men 
badly injured in head and body. 

May 8, 1906. Thomas E. Casey, rivet heater, hand very badly hurt. 

May 18, 1906. Robert Howard, boilermaker, hand badly injured. 

July 20, 1906. Matthew Tully, molder's helper, hand badly crushed. 

August 13, 1906. E. F. McCarthy, iron finisher's helper, back and side badly 
hurt. 

August 16, 1906. A. W. Cannell, G. W. Odlome, R. McKeown, J. Mahoney, 
J. Sweeney, J. Johannesson, W. C. Maclntyre, all molders, very severely burned 
by the bottom of a loaded crucible dropping out. It was full of hot metal. 
Men unable to come to work for long time. 

September 19, 1906. Walter Burke, boy boiler scaler, severe injury to testicles, 
being struck with a large spike. 



AFTERNOON SESSION. 

STATEMENT OF MB. OEOBOE L. CAIN. 

Mr. Alexander. Where do you live ? 

Mr. Cain. I live in Lynn, Mass. 

Mr. Alexander. And what relation have you to organized labor? 

Mr. Cain. I have a very peculiar position to organized labor. I 
belong to an oragnization, and I have belonged to it twenty-three 
years, and I am more or less of a leader in organized labor and in 
the ranks of organized labor. 

Mr. Alexander. In what capacity ? 

Mr. Cain. Well, I am the president of the national league of the 
employees of navy-yards, naval stations, arsenals, etc. 
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Mr. Albxander. We simply wanted to identify you, as to how 
you were connected with labor in all these navy-yards. 

Mr. Roberts. I might say also that Mr. Cain is employed in the 
Boston Navy- Yard. 

Mr. Cain. I am in charge of the instrument room in the depart- 
ment of steam engineering in the Boston Navy- Yard. I have been 
so long identified with organized labor that it has always been my 
policy to cater to humanity. With the average man who works for 
a living, hunger or starvation is only a matter of two weeks away 
from him when he is out of work, or when his wages cease. I be- 
lieve that the United States Government should be as liberal toward 
the men who work for them as employers on the outside are. I be- 
long to the State of Massachusetts, and I am very proud of it in 
a great many ways, because it gives to the man who works for a 
wage rate some chance of getting back compensation in the event of 
accident, and it makes it possible for the widow or orphan in the 
event of death to receive a certain compensation. I have verj^^ care- 
fully followed up the number of accidents that have happened in the 
Charlestown Navy- Yard. I find in the steam engineering depart- 
ment we have a record of 92. 

Mr. Alexander. In what period of time ? 

Mr. Cain. Since 1900, up to March 8 we have had 92 accidents, and 
out of the 92 I think there have been two which were fatal. There 
have been a great number of serious accidents. I will simply relate 
to you one, which caused a man's death. I happened to be pretty 
familiar with him. He was breaking iron in the old-fashioned way. 
They have ways that come up and a ball of iron attached to it, and 
that is lifted up, and a man stands off perhaps 100 or 150 feet away, 
and he pulls the rope which opens up the jaws of the clutch and this 
big ball of iron comes down and smashes the iron. This man stood 
off 150 feet from where the ball was, but a piece of iron flew that 150 
feet and struck him at the base of the brain, and the brains oozed 
right out onto his coat, and the man dropped down dead. The reason 
I mention this is because the workmen in the steam engineering de- 

Sartment went around and subscribed a dollar a man, and I think we 
ad at that time oOO men, and we collected $500, and we found that 
man's wife pregnant, and his children — there were, I think, four of 
them — did not have an underdrawer on : thev ran around their room 
in their bare feet. That home was destitute. That man got $2 a day, 
and yet the money he received was not capable of protecting his wife 
and family when he was alive. The Government, when that accident 
happened, stopped his pay practically on the hour. I do not think 
that this Government oi ours, which we boast of so much, intends that 
the men who work for them, who give the best that is in them, shall 
be so unfortunate that their widows and orphans shall suffer after 
they have left them. 

I will relate to you another one. Mr. Fletcher, a man who served 
this Government of ours in the time when it needed men, at the time 
of the civil war, came out of the civil war in pretty good condition. 
Anyhow, he had both his arms and both his legs. He was employed 
in the steam engineering department, doing some work on the cranes. 
He happened to be on the run of erne of them doing some work, I 
forget just now Avhat. Somebody came up and pulled the lever of 
the crane. This was an electric crane. He was working pretty close 
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to the wheels of it, and when this person pulled the lever, the crane 
ran over him and took off his right arm at the shoulder, and ran over 
and smashed his left hand, and he dropped to the floor. I have his 
testimonials here in his own handwriting, and I would like to have 
you, Mr. Chairman, look at it. That is a specimen of his hand- 
writing. This man tried, I am led to believe, to have a special act of 
Congress passed for him. Senator Gallinger, I believe, took the 
matter up, and I believe it is in his hands at the present time. Now, 
this is a man who has been to a certain extent up against it. Time 
after time he has been up against it, and if there is anything that 
this Government ought to do, it is to protect the men who work for 
it, such as Mr. Fletcher. We can go right down the list, and we find 
accident after accident. We find that the iron plates around the 
engine room or around the boilers have been left open, perhaps by 
some of the jackies. Those places are dark on board ship, and per- 
haps some of the men who have been working there a few minutes 
before, coming back in the dark and not knowing that the plates 
have been removed and placed to one side leaving a big hole, the 
plumbers and coppersmiths, or the boiler makers, come down there, 
and in the dark fall into those places. We have' one incident after 
another where there has been neglect on the part of somebody, but 
not on the part of the man who had the accident; yet he and his 
family have got to suffer by reason of the neglect of somebody else in 
the employ of the Government. T do not think it is hardly fair, and 
I know it is not right, and I know it is not justice, and I do not think 
that the Government intends to do these things, but they have gone 
on year after year. I hope and pray that this committee, even 
though they may not agree on either one of the three bills that are 
now in their hands, will agree on some bill and present it to Con- 
gress whereby the men who work for the United States Grovemment 
will have some opportunity of redress. 

Mr. Alexander. Which one of the three bills do you prefer, the 
one introductd by Mr. Gillett, the one introduced by Mr. Boberts, or 
the one introduced by Mr. Sterling? 

Mr. Cain. I am in favor of the one introduced by Mr. Sterling. 
The organization which T belong to has indorsed, first, Mr. Gillett^s 
bill, 'fiien they indorse Mr. Roberts's bill, and then one of the last 
ones came, and it was so entirely different from the others, there were 
a great many features in it that they thought they ought to have, so 
that they indorsed that also. 

Mr. Alexander. Would your people object if the bill was reported 
limiting it to hazardous operations? 

Mr. Cain. Personally I do not believe they would. I believe that 
they think 

Mr. Alexander. That is enough; you have answered it fully 
enough. You may enlarge as much as you want to, but you have 
answered the question sufficiently, unless you wish to enlarge on it. 

Mr. Cain. No; not unless you wish me to. 

Mr. Alexander. No. 

Mr. Cain. We have another man by the name of Fitzgerald who 
worked in the equipment department, a chain maker. There was a 
man that I walked in with the very morning the accident happened. 
To show you that the man was in good physical health, he and I 
ran practically a foot race coming in, and he jumped over a 4 foot 



COMPENSATION TO GOVJBBNMENT EMPLOYEES FOR INJURIES. 25 

4 

V 

bar. and he went to work that morning in the very best of health. 
Beiore the day was half over, working on the furnace which was 
placed very close up against the wall, there was a place I judge about 
a foot and a half between the furnace and the wsQl, ana back of the 
furnace was a window, and the pipes that led the naphtha up rail 
right along the wall, and the valve that runs up and connects to 
allow the naphtha to go into the furnace had something wrong with 
it. This vahre started to leak with the fire on, and iron inside heat- 
ing, and he went over to shut off the valve, thinking he would stop the 
leak, but instead of shutting it off and stopping the leak, the valve 
stucK goin^ down on to the seat of it, and the pressure was greater, 
and it squirted oil all over him.- In a minute he was all afire, and 
he started to go around by the window, but was unable* to open it, 
and then he returned and went around by the furnace, and was ablaze 
all over, and the men helped to run him over to the sand heap, and 
they threw him down in it and it took six men to hold that man, and 
he was simply delirious. He said, ^' Let me up ; there is nothing the 
matter with me." In two days from that time that man was sent to 
his long home. I believe Mr. Koberts has an account of that particu- 
lar case, and he can give you a much better illustration, outside of the 
accident that happened, than I can. 

Mr. Alexander. I do not think you need to dwell on the fact that 
these accidents are just as heartrending when they occur in a Govern- 
ment factory as when they occur elsewhere. The accidents are about 
all alike, and unless you have two or three special cases that you 
wish to bring our attention to particularly, I would not take the 
time to go over any others. 

Mr. Cain. I will admit, sir, that those are the only things that I 
have got to impress the committee with. 

Mr. Alexander. There is no question at all that the men in the 
employ of the Government, when they are hurt are hurt just as 
badly, and their families need help just as much, as if they were em- 
ployed by a private firm. There is no question about that. 

Mr. Cain. I wish to state that in the last ten years, from 1896 to 
1906, there were 747 cases which were reported in the Charlestown 
Navy- Yard, and they have them on record there. I triad to find out 
how many had happened from 1906, in the month of July, I believe 
it was, up to this time — that is, during the last eighteen months — but I 
was not able to find that out on account of their adopting a new 
card system, and with that they would have to go over the individual 
men. We have at the present time about 1,900 men in the Charles- 
town Navy- Yard, and they would have to go over the individual 
records in order to find out who was hurt and who was not hurt; 
and I made an approximate estimate on going around among the 
men in the navy-yard, and I found there would be an average of 350 
or 400 for the eighteen months. The accidents at the present time 
have been increasing down there, because we have far more men, and 
we have more ships coming in, and I find that since the first of the 
year 1908, counting the matter of sixty-six working days, we have 
had 116 accidents, and in the case of 27 of those accidents the men 
have been compelled to go home, not being able to attend to their 
work. Many of them have not even reported for work up to the 
present time, or had not when I left home Saturday night. I want 
to give all due credit to Admiral Swift, who is commandant of the 
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yard now. He has inaugurated a system and put the dispensary 
under orders in our yard that they mush keep a correct of the acci- 
dents that happen. 

Mr. Alexander. Can you classify those, 116 accidents, as to how 
they occurred or what their character was ? 

Mr. Cain. I could have done that if I had been aware that you 
really desired that. I could have gotten that record. 

Mr. Alexander. Perhaps vou had better send it to Mr. Roberts or 
to Mr. Gillett. 

Mr. Cain. I would suggest that it would be a good thing for Mr. 
Roberts to write to the admiral of the yard. I tried to get a record 
complete, and the admiral told me it would have to be by an- order 
of the Seeretary of the Navy, as it would consume quite a large 
amount of time. 

Mr. Alexander. I have no doubt Mr. Roberts can attend to that. 

Mr. Cain. I think it can be arranged. 

Mr. Alexander. I think the committee would like to have it. 

Mr. Roberts. If you will pardon me, Mr. Cain has there a memo- 
randum of a great many accidents, which he will submit, giving the 
names of the men and the dates of the accidents and the nature of the 
accidents. 

Mr. Alexander. That can be printed in the record. 

Mr. Roberts. There is no need of reading each one, but he has a 
great many there which he has gathered together. I think it is de- 
sirable to have that, and your committee might write a letter to the 
Secretary of War and to the Secretary of the Navy, because those 
Departments employ most of the employees who are civilians, and 
get a statement of accidents for any given period of time back. My 
idea is that it would not help you a great deal for me to find out 
how many happened in one navy-yard when we have a dozen navy- 
yards in the country, or how many happened in one arsenal when we 
have six or seven arsenals; but from the Secretary of War and the 
Secretary of the Navy we would get it all. 

Mr. Alexander. I think Chairman Jenkins would be very glad 
to do that. 

Mr. Cain. I might mention another accident that happened to a 
man by the name of Crawford. I spoke about boiler plates being 
removed from the floor in dark places on board ships. He at the 

E resent time has to walk with a stick, four months after the accident 
appened. He was out about three months, and was unable to do 
any work at all, and when I left there he gave me this statement and 
asked me to present it. I told him T would be only too willing if 
the committee w^ould accept it. 

I think in the case of accidents like those, which come to men who 
work for the United States Government, the Government should 
give some protection. Other than that I have nothing to say, be- 
cause any argument I might submit would be all along the line of 
these things that I have already mentioned.. 

Mr. Alexa>der. We will accept those without your reading them. 

Mr. Cain. Time and time again men working in the boiler shop 
will have chippings at a distance fly and strike them. I have known 
chips to fly 30 feet when they have automatic hammers at work, and 
I have known a number of men to lose their eyesight. We have in 
the Boston Navy- Yard six or eight men who have lost their eyesight 
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in that work, and T think those are the kind of accidents that ought 
to receive protection from Uncle Sam. 

Mr. Alexander. We are very glad to have heard you. 

Mr. Cain. There is just one thing I really forgot. A man by the 
name of Smith, who lives down in Revere, had been working in the 
anchor shop. They had been building a furnace, and he went down 
in a corner to get brick to build the furnace and there was a tub 
down there of hot water with steam running in at the bottom, and one 
of his feet went into it clean up to the knee. That man has not been 
able to walk on his foot since that accident, except with the aid of a 
cane. 

Mr. Alexander. Did he not know that that water was hot ? 

Mr. Cain. Yes; but this was uncovered j and he fell into it. It 
was not through any fault of his. Those tubs or barrels, as a rule, 
are built up a matter of a foot and a half high from the floor, but 
this one happened to be for special work, I believe, and had no pro- 
tection whatsoever. There was not even a rail around it, as ordina- 
rily there is when they are down on the floor, and this man's foot 
went down into it in that dark comer. This occurred November. 
15, 1902, and at this time that man is a cripple, his leg is all with- 
ered, and with scales on it just like a fish; it was burned ri^t in 
to the bone. He has to walk with the assistance of a stick. There 
is a man who has been discharged a number of times. They have 
taken him back, and he is unaole to do work he has been in the 
habit of doing, and they have even reduced his pay. Those are 
things that the men who work for the United States Government 
have to contend with. If they come back after they are hurt, as a 
rule their pay is reduced, because thev are unable to do the work 
that they have been in the habit oi doing before the accident. 
This is the gratitude that is shown them. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men, I thank you. 

Mr. BoBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I understood you a while ago to say 
that the committee met this afternoon for the sole purpose of hear- 
ing Mr. Cain. 

Mr. Alexander. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Roberts. Might I beg the indulgence of the committee to hear 
what little I have to say ? I am pretty busy. 

Mr. Alexander. I want vou to consent to defer what vou have 
to say until Mr. Sterling is here, and then Mr. Sterling and Mr. Gil- 
lett can hear you. Mr. Sterling is chairman of the subcommittee 
to which your bill and his own bill are referred. 

Mr. Roberts. If I understood correctly, those bills were all re- 
ferred to the full committee. 

Mr. Alexander. No ; they are being considered by a subcommittee. 
They must be worked out by a subcommittee and reported to the 
full committee. 

Mr. Roberts. Mv suggestion would be, as long as this is all being 
taken in shorthand and will be in print before the subcommittee and 
the full committee, that you might just as well let me make whatever 
statement I have now as later. 

Mr. Alexander. I want Mr. Sterling to be here. 

Mr. Roberts. Of course I will defer to vour wish. 
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STATEMENT OF ME. ARTHTJE E. HOLDER, OF WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Mr. Alexander. Where are you employed ? 

Mr. HoLDto. I am employed by the American Federation of 
Labor as its legislative committeeman. I am a machinist by occupa- 
tion. I have never worked for the Government. I have been a 
member of organized labor since 1880. I do not know whether you 
want all of that in the record or not. 

Mr. Alexander. We are very glad of it. Now we will hear you. 

Mr. Holder. I am not going to take the time of the committee to- 
day to plead with you for sympathy, I am not going t6 attempt to 
impress upon you the need of this legislation for the simple reason 
that I believe you are a unit upon that point. 

Mr. Alexander. Let me ask you one question right there. 

Mr. Holder. Yes. 

Mr. Alexander. Which bill do you favor, Mr. Gillett's bill, Mr. 
Eoberts's bill, or Mr. Sterling's bill? 

Mr. Holder. Mr. Sterling's bill, sir. 

Mr. Alexander. Would you be willing to have the Sterling bill 
limited to hazardous employment only ? 

Mr. Holder. I would not like to reply to that definitely, at once, 
Mr. Alexander, because some conflicting thoughts run through my 
mind as ^ou ask the question, and since you asked it of Mr. Cain. I 
am thinking of the boys who work for Uncle Sam upon the railway 
cars as railway mail clerks. That is a hazardous occupation. 

Mr. Alexander. Well, they are all taken care of now. 

Mr. Holder. How? 

Mr. Alexander. The same as anyone else in the employ of the 
company. If they are injured they can recover from the company. 

Mr. Holder. Yes ; but they have to sue. They have to prove their 
cause of action. 

Mr. Alexander. They would have to under the Sterling bill. 

Mr. HoiJder. No, sir ; excuse me, they would not. 

Mr. Alexander. That is a matter of detail, you know. 

Mr. Holder. Yes ; and that is one of the reasons that this bill has 
been drafted in the way that it has, in order that the automatic com- 
pensation should be given to Uncle Sam's employees, either in case of 
death or in case of serious accident. You will observe by a careful 
reading of this bill that there is no provision for trifling accidents, 
breaking of fingers or spraining of ankles, or any such incidental 
small accidents as those. There is no opportunity under the pro- 
visions of Mr. Sterling's bill for an employee who has a disposition to 
take advantage of the Government in any way, shape, or form to be 
able to get it. 

This bill calls for close and accurate statistical information to be 
able to provide you gentlemen who may sit in Congress in future, or 
your successors m Congress, with information, so that you may know 
exactly what happens in the Government workshops, or among all 
of the employees of the. Government, to-day. You are in a daze. 
You do not mow. None of us know, Mr. Cain has given us mo^€^ 
to-day than has ever been collected before, and it is only owing to his , 
constant industry and watchful observation in the locality in which 
he works that he is able to provide us with as much as he has. The 
Government officials themselves, in the local yards, will decline to 
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give that information to any average inquirer, and it is possible, and 
more than probable, that they would hesitate to even give it to^a 
Congressman unless he showed some insistence. This bill would 
call for accurate statistics, for a perfect record of every case, slight 
or serious. The people I represent, Mr. Chairman, in short, pray for 
the enactment of the Sterling bill's principle. We do not stand for 
the phraseology strictly, but for the principle that is involved. The 
words " civilian employees " are intended to cover practically all 
classes of men working for the Government, absolutely in line with 
the thought that prompted your question this morning to Mr. Adams, 
that if some Government clerks were traveling down in an elevator 
in a Government department building, and an accident happened by 
which those clerks were injured or lost their lives, even though not 
actually engaged in a hazardous occupation, they should be given the 
right of recovery of compensation for injury through the accident 
that happened. We see the surfmen, the men who risk their health 
and their lives, and I do not think that any provision has ever been 
made for light-house men and surfmen ; and I do not think there is 
a living man in the Government service or out who knows the num- 
ber of men who lose their lives annually trying to save the lives of 
others. They are not members of any labor organization, but we, in 
our foresight, try to take in all, if we possibly can, so that there will 
be no distinction. There have been some exceptions taken this morn- 
ing to the limitation of $2,500. We are perfectlv willing to have that 
withdrawn. We had that inserted because oi the fear that there 
might be some objection made that because men were obtaining high 
salaries it would not be necessary to give them compensation in case 
of accident or death. • 

Mr. DiEKEMA. That is not the theory. The theory is this: If a 
man earns suflSicient money to keep himself protected by insurance 
as he goes along, then he can look after himself; whereas if a man 
does not earn enough to keep himself protected by insurance, then 
he should be protected by the Government. That is it. 

Mr. Holder. You have covered it very clearly. At the same time 
we ask for Government protection, while still maintaining the indi- 
vidual's right to protect himself. 

Mr. Diekema. And his duty to do it. 

Mr. Holder. And his duty. I do not know whether I ought to 
touch upon this, but yet I think I should, for the sake of correcting 
the record. One of the gentlemen who addressed the committee this 
morni ng was unfortupately misinformed with regard to the situation 
in the Washington Navy- Yard, and I regret that he is not here now. 

Mr. Alexander. Mr. Adams, you mean ? 

Mr. Holder. No; not Mr. Adams. It was one of the members of 
the committee ; Judge Clayton, I think. 

Mr. Alexander. What is the point you want to speak of? Do you 
want to correct his statement with regard to some of those men mak- 
ing $15 a day ? 

Mr. Holder. Yes ; we do not want the impression, to go out to the 
world that there are any mechanics in the Washington Navy- Yard 
who have yet reached the point of being able to make $15 a day. 

Mr. Alexander. If you know what those men are paid lor the 
skilled labor on that part of the gun that Judge Clayton spoke of, put 
that in the record. 
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Mr. Holder. Yes, sir. The first-class men get $8.76 per day; the 
special-rate men get $4 per day, and the leading hands get $4.16 
per day. 

Mr. Holder. I want to say that we have in this room to-day soma 
of the most expert mechanics upon ordnance that the world has ever 
known, and they do not receive over $4.16 a day; and these men 
can do anything, from splitting up an inch to a millionth part and 
being positive about its accuracy, to being able also to fire the gun., 
if necessary, after they have built it; aiS we wish they did make 
$15 a day. We do not think they would make a cent too much. 
Mr. Chairman, I do not think that I want to say anything m(M^. I 
think that I have covered practically every point but one, and this is 
what has annoyed me ever since I first saw a draft of the bilL 
There is no provision in this bill for the employees of the District 
government, and we understand that it is not possible to include 
them in a bill of this g^ieral character, and we think that they 
ought to be given sufficient care and protection. 

Mr. Alexander. What persons does your bill include? 

Mr. Holder. Our bill includes the civilian employees, including 
as well those employed under the Isthmian Canal Commission and by 
the Panama Railroad and steamship lines. It does not even include 
the insular possessions. You could include the insular possessions 
in this bill, but from some technical phrases or some method that 
you have in drafting bills, we can not include protection for em- 
ployees of the District of Columbia in a bill of this character, and 
that is the reason I call joxxr attention to it now, hoping that if you 
give us legislation of this character you will also oe kind enough 
to put in^a separate bill for the people employed in the District. 

Mr. Alexander. You have referred to the employees of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia as distinct from the employees of the United 
States Government in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Holder. Yes, sir; and if you will bear that in mind, to fur- 
nish some provisions that will protect those people, we will very 
greatly appreciate it. 

Mr. Roberts. You would want it also to include the civilian em- 
ployees in the Territories, would you not? 

Mr. Holder. Yes, sir; if you agree to go that far. 

Mr. Roberts. There is no reason why you should include the 
civilian employees in the District of Columbia and exclude those in 
New Mexico or any other Territory. 

Mr. HoLMJR. Not in the least. We were only afraid of including 
too much, but if you feel in your hearts that yoiiPcan make one clean 
sweep of this, and give us the legislation that is being asked for 
from the heads of the Departments, arid is now being crystallized into 
the different bills that have been presented in the Sixtieth Coi^ress, 
we shall greatly appreciate it. 

Mr. Alexander. You try your hand at framing an amendment to 
the Sterling bill which will limit its operation to hazardous employ- 
in^it. Sometimes, you know, to get a thing started it is better to 
take a quarter of a loaf thim to attempt to get a full loaf and gst 
nothing. This is a new thing for the United States. As we were 
told this morning bj Commissioner Neill, all the EuFopeon govern- 
ments have it, but it is entirely new in this country. It is in that 
respect so novel as to be revolutionary. 
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Mr. Holder. Yes. 

Mr. Alexander. Sometimes it is better to start, you know, with a 
little and then find out how it works, and if it works" all right increase 
it. 

Mr. Holder. Yes. Well, there has not been as much attention 

{laid to this matter in this country as there has been in New Zea- 
and, Australia, the Cape of Good Hope, or Canada. This bill has 
been Americanized as nearly as possible, following that general prin- 
ciple, and I believe that it would be worth while for you to hear 
again the remarks passed upon this subject by our President. 

Mr. Alexander. You mean by Mr. Gompers? 

Mr. Holder. No, sir j by President Roosevelt. 

Mr. Alexander. I thought you referred to your organization, the 
Federation of Labor. 

Mr. Holder. No, sir ; I mean the President of the United States. 

Mr. Alexander, This can be incorporated in the hearing. 

Mr. Holder. It is barely possible that some thoughts which he ex- 
pressed in his own inimitable way were not thoroughly apprehended 
at the time ; but there was one significant feature in which he at least 
implied, if he did not as much as directly say, that he would not ap- 
prove of a bill that was drafted for the purpose of suing the United 
States Government in courts. I think that was in his message in 
January. 

Mr. Alexander. Have you that message there? 

Mr. Holder. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Alexander. You need not read it, but make it a part of your 
remarks and let it go in. 

Mr. Holder. I thought it was advisable to at least call the atten- 
tion of the committee to this to-day, so that there would not be any 
misapprehension in regard to that point. This is not very lengthy; 
it is, in fact, very short. The President says : 

I also very urgently advise that a comprehensive act be passed providing 
for compensation by the Government to all employees injured in the Govern- 
ment service. Under the pres«it law an injured workman in the employment 
of the Government has no remedy and the entire burden of the accident falls 
on the helpless man, his wife, and his young children. This is an outrage. It 
is a matter of humiliation to the nation that there should not be on our statute 
books provision to meet and partially to atone for cruel misfortune when it 
comes upon a man through no fault of his own while faithfully serving the pub- 
lic. In no other prominent industrial countiy in the world could such gross in- 
justice occur, for almost all civilized nations have enacted legislation embody- 
ing the complete recognition of the principle which places the entire trade risk 
for industrial accidents (excluding, of course, accidents due to willful miscon- 
duct by the emjJloyee) on the industry as represented by the employer, which 
in this case is the Government. In all these countries the principle applies to 
the Government just as much as to the private employer. Under no circum- 
stances should the injured employee or his surviving dependents be required 
to briaig suit against the Government, nor should there be the requirement that 
in order to insure recovery negligence in some form on the part of the Govmh- 
ment sbould be shown. Our proposition is not to confer a right of action upon 
the Government employee, but to secure him suitable provision against injuries 
received in the course of his employment. 

Then it follows along for a few sentences, but I will not read 
further. 

Mr. Alexander. Is that all? 

Mr. Holder. That is all, sir, that I desire to say. 

Mr. Koberts. I have not anything further, unless you want to hear 
me now. 



32 COMPENSATION TO GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES FOB INJURIES. 

STATEMENT OF MB. H. T. LECLAIBE. 

Mr. Alexandek. What is your post-office address? 

Mr. Leclaire. Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Alexander. You work in the navy -yard? 

Mr. Leclaire. Yes; in the navy -yard. I have been employed 
down there for the last ten years. 

Mr. Alexander. What is your particular duty there? 

Mr. Leclaire. I hold the position of leading man down there at 
the present time; just a grade above the first-class machinist. 

Mr. Diekema. We are now listening to one of the experts. 

Mr. Alexander. So T understand. 

Mr. Leclaire. I am not particularly expert. Looking over the 
three bills which are before this committee, the Sterling bill, to my 
mind, meets the requirements of the employees perhaps closer than 
the others. My main reason for thinking so is because it would not 
be necessary for the injured party to go before the courts and prove 
his case on account of the fact that it puts it up to the Secretary of 
Commerce and Labor to do so. Otherwise it covers all the good 
points of the other two bills. As far as accidents are concerned, 
with regard to the Washington Navy- Yard, I would say that to jny 
knowledge there have not been a great many accidents, in fact less 
accidents there than in any plant of a like character that I have been 
employed in, and I have worked in quite a number of the large ma- 
chine shops throughout the country. The percentage of accidents 
down there is quite small. T can not recall at the present time but 
two deaths, one of which occurred last summer and one three or four 
years ago, caused by a man who was repairing a crane falling off 
and killincr himself in that wav. 

I did not come up here with the intention of having anything to 
say. 

Mr. Alexander. We are very glad to hear you. How much do 
you get a day? 

Mr. Leclaire. My salary is $4.16. That is the highest rate of pay 
paid a skilled man down there, outside of the supervising force, 
$4 a day; and that has been practically discontinued, now, within 
the past three months. There was a rating down there of $4, cover- 
ing special-rate men, as they call them. They were supposed to be 
extra-skilled men, and particularly skilled in their particular line. 
They got $4, but they have been cut down to $3.76. The highest 
rate paid to anyone there is the rate paid to the master mechanics, 
which is $6.62 a day, and there is one of those men at each shop. The 
quartermaster's rate is $4.52, and, as I say, the leading man gets $4.16. 

Mr. Roberts. May I ask Mr. Leclaire if that is within his knowl- 
edge the highest pay that any master mechanic receives in any yard 
of the country ? 

Mr. Leclaire. I think the highest rate paid to any master mechanic 
is in Brooklyn. 
Mr. Roberts. Do you know what that is? 

Mr. Leclaire. It is $7. That is the highest rate, to the best of my 
knowledge. 
Mr. Cain. It is $9. 

Mr. Leclaire. Is it $9 ? I do not know much about the rates out- 
side of Washington. 
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Mr. Alexander. What is the largest gun which has been manu- 
factured here ? 

Mr. Leclaire. The 13-inch gun. 

Mr. Alexander. How large is that? 

Mr. Leclaire. The 13-inch gun is 40 caliber; that means that it 
is 40 times the diameter in the length of the bore, which would make 
it in the neighborhood of 45 feet. 

Mr. Alexander. How far will that gun carry? 

Mr. Leclaire. It is estimated that the 40-caliber gun will carry 
about 1 mile for each inch of diameter, which would be about Id 
miles. 

Mr. Alexander. One mile for each inch of diameter? 

Mr. Leclaire. Yes; but I do not suppose it would be actually ef- 
fective at that distance. The 12-inch gun, which is the most effective 
of the large ordnance, and is practically in use on all the large ships, 
is 45 caliber. That is more effective at a long distance than the old 
13-inch calibfer gun. That is 45 feet long. 

Mr. Alexander. We are very much obliged to you. Those ques- 
tions were not germane, but that is mighty interesting. 

Mr. Leclaire. I am more familiar with that than with lots of 
other things. 

Mr. KoBERTS. There is one other man p;resent, Mr. Brown, who has 
come up here with the other employees, and I would suggest that 
he might be heard. 

Mr. Alexander. We will hear Mr .-Brown. 

Mr. Koberts. Then you will have heard all of those who are present. 

STATEMENT OF KB. WILLIAM F. BROWN. 

Mr. Alexander. What is vour address? 

Mr. Brown. No. 250 Eighth street SE. 

Mr. Alexander. Where are you employed? 

Mr. Brown. At the Washington Navy- Yard. 

Mr. Alexander. What is your duty there ? 

Mr. Brown. I am a first-class mechanic and machinist. 

Mr. Alexander. What do you get a day ? 

Mr. Brown. Three dollars and seventy-six cents a day. 

Mr. Alexander. Now just make any statement you desire to make. 

Mr. Brown. I had the honor to go into the Washington Navy- 
Yard, I think it was in about 1878, to learn my trade. I have been 
there off and on ever since, and I have heard these statements made 
here to-day about these expert mechanics, but I look around and I 
do not think we have any expert mechanics. I think they all look 
alike down there. While it is true that some men are very apt in 
certain work — of course that is true — ^the system down there as I 
know it is that one first-class mechanic takes up any job that a master 
mechanic is supposed to give him. I might tell you the reason I am 
so much interested in the liability bill. My father happened to be 
killed in the Washington Navy- Yard, and I happened to be hurt 
there. 

Mr. Alexander. At the same time ? 

Mr. Brown. No sir ; my father was killed there in 1864. I hap- 
pened to be hurt, ruptured. I had to jump off of a big machine. 

43137—08 3 
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I was turning a trunnioiij you might call it, for an 18-inch gun, 
and in the hoisting I had to get in between in a very narrow place, 
and the machine came around near the hoisting, and I either had 
to jump off or it would have cut me in half; of course I had to 
throw myself back, and in that manner I ruptured myself. Of 
course that put me to inconvenience. I let it run on for nearly 
four or five years, and three years ago I went to the hospital on 
,the 1st day of October, and I did not get back to work any more 
until the 15th day of January. Accidents of that kind occurring 
land the Government giving mechanics no compensation for them, 
we are all interested, and hope that this committee will coxae to- 
gether on some kind of a bill that you will draw up which will 
F'.ve the men relief. I do not know that there is anything more that 
could say. I came up here to-day only in the interest of this bill. 

Mr. Alexander. We are very glad to have heard from you. I 
think, gentlemen, this will have to end the hearing, if it is agreeable 
to Mr. Roberts that we go over until Mr. Sterling can be present. 

(At 3.30 o'clock p. m. the subcommittee adjourned.) 

STATEMENT OF HON. ESNEST W. SOBEETS, A SEFSESENTATIVE 

FEOM MASSACHTTSETTS. 

Mr. Roberts. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appear before the 
committee to speak in behalf of bill H. R. No. 14265, introduced by 
me on the l7th of January last. I introduced on December 2, 1907, 
another bill, the House bill No. 444, which was drawn upon the same 
lines. The bill H. R. No. 14265 contains some provisions that did not 
appear in the first bill, and if the committee ever reach the stage of 
considering any bill introduced by me on the subject of compensation 
for employees of the Government, I would ask them to consider the 
biU H. R. No. 14265 rather than the bill H. R. No. 444. 

I want to say at the outset, Mr. Chairman, that. I am not here in 
opposition to any other bill introduced by any other person on the 
Imes of a governmental liability bill. There are two features, per- 
haps, in all the bills. Mr. Sterling has a bill here which it would 
not seem to me would come under the heading of a liability bill. 
Rather, I should call it an accident insurance bill. Mr. Gillett has 
a bill before the committee that I think is a liability bill, based upon 
the same lines as mine. I want to say further that I have no pride 
of authorship in any bill that is before the committee, my object 
being wholly and solely to provide some means of relief for em- 
ployees of the Government who are injured without their fault in 
the course of their regular employment. 

I take it that the committee do not now want to hear anything 
about the hardships that are brought about because of the lack of 
such a law. 

Mr. Alexander. We have had enough of that from gentlemen who 
have spoken from personal knowledge. 

Mr. Roberts. I had a very distressing case brought to my atten- 
tion a year or two ago from my own district, where thev w4ed me 
to introduce a bill for the relief of the widow and children, and I 
introduced a special bill; but you gentlemen know that such bUls 
never get action here. 

Mr. Sterling. To what committee did it go ? 
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Mr. Roberts. I do not recall, but I think before the Committee on 
Claims. 

Mr. Sterling. Has Congress ever made any appropriations for 
personal injuries? 

Mr. Roberts. So far as I know, they have not. This case was a 
most distressing one. The husband was killed by the explosion of a 
flask of molten iron, or something of that sort. He left a widow with 
five little children, and the mother was about to be confined. The 
oldest of the children was only 7 or 8 years of age. I merely mention 
that as one of the instances of the many hardships that occur, to 
show that some sort of legislation should be had in order to give re- 
lief in these meritorious cases. 

Now, the matter came particularly to my attention as a member 
of the Committee on Naval Affairs. Two Secretaries of the Navy, 
Secretaries Moody and Bonaparte, have recommended to our com- 
mittee that we introduce and report a bill granting relief through 
the courts to employees of the Government in the Navy Department, 
but it seems to me that that was too narrow a bill. It it was a good 
policy to afford relief to employees in the navy-yards and arsenals, 
it was certainly as meritorious that all employees of the Government 
should come under the provisions of such a law; and, accordingly, 
taking as a basis that bill recommended by Secretary Bonaparte, a 
form of which he sent to our committee, I have enlarged it, and then 
with the suggestions of certain representatives of labor I have added 
to that a section or two, which I will point out to the committee a 
little later. 

My bill as it now stands covers all the civil employees. I think 
the vital differences between the bill which I have introduced and 
that of Mr. Gillett are, first, that he allows a maximum compensation 
of $5,000 both for death and injury, while mj bill provides $4,000 
as the maximum for injury and a maximum oi $5,000 for death, and 
a minimum of $500. Then I have added a section to my bill, and I 
got that idea, I will say frankly, from the form submitted by Secre- 
tary Bonaparte, in which I make provision that the Secretaries of 
the different Departments may compromise claims. Perhaps it would 
be as well to put that section into the record, and to that end I will 
read it : 

Sec. 5. That the Secretary of State, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secre- 
tary of War, the Attorney-General, the Postmaster-General, the Secretary of the 
Navy, the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the Sec- 
retary of Commerce and Labor may adjust by compromise all claims covered by 
this act arising in their respective Departments when, in meritorious cases, such 
settlement is deemed by them to be for the public interest. 

The idea of that section is to prevent in a great majority of cases 
a resort to the courts. Unquestionably the different Secretaries 
would carry out the spirit of such a law as \jell as its letter, and 
would seek to do justice to those injured, and save the Government 
the expense and annoyance of suits by compromising as many of these 
claims as possible. 

Mr. Alexander. That really leads up to the Sterling bill. 

Mr. Roberts. Yes, in a way; but the Sterling bill provides, as I 
recollect it, that the Secretary of the Department of Commerce and 
Labor shall have jurisdiction of all the accidents arising in any of 
the Departments. 
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Mr. Alexander. Why should he not have jurisdiction under that 
section ? 

Mr. Roberts. If it is thought advisable, you might make some one 
Cabinet oiBcer the arbiter of all accident cases. 

Mr. Alexander. That is what the Sterling bill does. 

Mr. Roberts. This is on the compromise, the settlement. It seems 
to me when an accident happens in a navy-yard the Secretary of the 
Navy will be in a better position to ^et at the real merits and equi- 
ties of that case and be in a better position to make a settlement with- 
out suit than, for instance, the Secretary of War or the Secretary of 
Commerce and Labor, or the Secretary of any other Department, 
because the Secretary of the Navy would have all the machinery right 
at hand for ascertaining what the facts were, and that reason would 
apply to all the Departments. 

Mr. I^terling. Don't you think it would be more economical for 
the Government to have a law on the compensation idea, rather than 
along the lines of vour bill ? 

Mr. Roberts. If Mr. Sterling will pardon me, I do not know that 
I want to enter a discussion of that feature. Of course, the com- 
pensation act, to which Mr. Sterling refers, is an innovation in this 
country. I understand, and understood from the hearings the other 
day, the last time we were here, that there are provisions of law in 
other countries along that line really insuring the employees of the 

fovernment against accident. A governmental employees' liability 
ill is an innovation in this country, ?ind it would seem to me, as I 
look at the matter now, to be quite a long step toward the relief of 
governmental emploj^ees who are injured if we extended the provi- 
sions of law substantially to those men that now prevail with regard 
to employees of private concerns, giving them an opportunity either to 
compromise or to bring suit and recover something if they can not 
effect a compromise. 

Mr, Reid. Your bill goes further than that, Mr. ]5loberts, does it 
not, in fixing the minimum amount in any event? 

Mr. Roberts. There is some limited liability. 

Mr. Reid. It limits the question of negligence on the part of the 
employee. 

Mr. Roberts. My bill does not. 

Mr. Sterling. It fixes the minimum amount of $500 in any event. 

Mr. Roberts. Oh, no. If the members of the committee have my 
bill before them they will see. I will read it : 

That whenever personal injury is caused to any laborer, mechanic, or other 
civilian employee of the Government of the United States, while engaged in his 
regular work or in the performance of any duty to which he has been assigned 
by proper authority, by reason of any defect in the condition of the ways, works, 
or machinery, the property of or under the control of the United States, which 
arose from or had not Ijeen discovered or remedied owing to the negligence of 
any person in the service of the Government. 

There is negligenpe. There must be negligence on the part of 
somebody connected with the Government who should have seen about 
that. 

Mr. Sterling. Suppose the injured party is negligent? 

Mr. Roberts (reads) : 

Which arose from or had not been discovered or remedied owing to the negU- 
gence of any person in the service of the Government intrusted with the duty 
of seeing that such ways, works, or machinery were in proper condition, or by 
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reason of the negligence of any person In the service of the United States in- 
trusted with and exercising superintendence, or by reason of the negligence of 
any person in the service of the United States who has charge or control of any 
signal, switch, engine, or machinery of any kind, the employee so injured, or, 
in case the injury results in death, the widow or next of kin as hereinafter 
provided, shall have a right of action in any United States court having juris- 
diction over like cases arising between individuals for the recovery from the 
United States of compensation for such injuries or death. 

Sec. 2. That when an employee is instantly killed or dies without conscious 
suffering as a result of injuries received under the circumstances recited in 
Bection one of this act, the widow of the deceased, or, in case there be no widow, 
tha next of kin, provided that such next of kin were at the time of the death 
of such employee dependent upon his wages for support, may maintain an action 
for damages therefor and may recover to the same extent as if the death of 
the deceased had not been instantaneous or as if the deceased had consciously 
suffered. 

Sec. 3. That compensation for death or injury under the provisions of this 
act shall not be allowed in any case where the employee injured was not himself 
at the time in the exercise of due care and diligence, or where such employee 
knew of the defect or negligence which caused the injury and failed within a 
reasonable time to give or cause to be given information thereof to some person 
in the service of the United States superior to himself and intrusted with some 
general superintendence ; nor shall any action for the recovery of compensation 
for injury or death under this act be maintained unless the person injured, or 
his widow or next of kin, shall, within sixty days of the injury, file with the 
United States attorney of >the district in which the injury occurred a written 
notice setting forth the time, place, and cause of said injury, and commence 
said action within one year from the occurrence of the accident causing such 
injury or death. 

Then comes section 4. fixing the amount that can be recovered. 
'I'hen section 5, providing for a compromise within the limits of sec- 
tion 4. 

Mr. Moo^^ Won't vou read section .5? 

Mr. Roberts. I did read it. That was framed on the section of 
the Secretary's bill providing that the Secretary of the Navy could 
compromise in claims under the law. He drew that up to apply only 
to the Navy Department. You understand, of course, when you 
bring this entire subject-matter before this committee and provide 
for all the Departments you would have to provide that all the Sec- 
retaires shall have this power. 

Then as to the next section, which was suggested by representa- 
tives of labor, they said that if it became a law it would not help 
them very much. They thought if they were injured and brought 
suit against the Government and got a verdict they would simply 
then have a claim against the Government, and they would then have 
to come to Congress and press the claim. Now every Member of Con- 

f;ress know what it is to get a claim through, however meritorious, 
t means delay at best. It may mean many years of delay before it 
can be gotten into an appropriation bill, and before the parties receive 
compensation. Now, to cure that I put this section in, after confer- 
ence with the representatives of labor and conference with the Comp- 
troller. I went to him and asked him if, under the terms of this bill, 
an injured employee could go to him and get his money, and he said 
" No, except in the form of a claim which had been passed through 
Congress." The language I have here was drafted by him. Section 
6 provides — 

That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized and directed to pay 
any final judgments or compromises of claims arising under the terms of this 
act; and a sum sufficient to pay any such judgments or compromise awards 
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is hereby appropriated out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated. 

The Comptroller advises me that under that form of language any 
and all final judgments or compromises that may have been agreed 
to between the parties and the different heads of Departments can 
be paid as soon as the final adjudication or agreement has been made, 
without any other form of appropriation or any other action by 
Congress; and I would urge strongly on the committee, if they 
report any form of bill, that that language, or that substantially 
that language, be added, so that when an injury has occurred and 
the damages have been ascertained, either by suit or agreement, that 
shall be the end of it and the party shall get his money speedily. I 
am not certain if that would not he very necessary, even if the com- 
mittee reported Mr. Sterling's bill; otherwise I can foresee, if Mr. 
Sterlinff's bill becomes a law — although I have not read it — ^that 
these adjudications of the Secretary of Commerce and Labor would 
simply be claims, and the parties would then have to come up here 
and press their claims in order to get appropriations for them. So 
that whatever bill the committee may see fit to report, I would urge 
that they consider that section of my bill, or similar language, and 
add it to the bill which they report, in order to make the bill effect- 
ive. I am certain that the bill of Mr. Gillett and my bill would not 
in any way nearly accomplish what both of us have in mind unless 
that language be added to them, because the taking of a claim against 
the Government on account of an accident and the turning of it into 
a claim before Congress is almost in effect giving the people a stone 
in a case where they ask for bread. 

Mr. Moon. I recall a good many instances in which people are 
waiting for their money now after adjudication. 

Mr. Roberts. Now I will be glad to answer any questions that any 
members of the committee would like to ask. 

Mr. Alexander. Mr. Dawson, will vou follow? If there are no 
questions to Mr. Roberts, you may proceed. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ALBEBT F. DAWSON, A BEPBESENTATIVE 

FBOM IOWA. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I ought, perhaps, to 
preface my remarks by saying that I am not a lawyer, and many 
times I have been thankful that I am not, and therefore I am not 
competent to discuss this question from the legal standpoint. But 
I would like to give the committee a little of the result of my per- 
sonal observations that I have had in cases of this kind. 

What I want to impress upon the committee most is the urgent 
necessity of doing something along this line. Here we have a great 
class of employees in the United States who are absolutely and 
utterly without any recourse in cases of this kind. You are all 
familiar with how futile, I might say, it is to secure action upon 
claims presented in the form of bills in the House. As I understand 
it, the Committee on Claims at the present time has taken this stand, 
that they decline to consider any personal damage cases until Con- 
gress has acted upon the general question of a governmental liability 
law. I happened to have one or two cases of that kind, and 

Mr. Alexander. Do you speak ex cathedra on that, Mr. Dawson? 



COMPENSATION TO GOVEBNMENT EMPLOYEES FOR INJURIES. 39 

Mr. Dawson. That is infonnation given to me by the chairman of 
the Committee on Claims when I inquired with regard to a bill which 
I have43efore that committee of this character. 

Mr. Alexander. That is a very good point, and I am glad you. 
brought it out. 

Mr. Sterling. The chairman of what committee ? 

Mr. Dawson. The Committee on Claims. I think it might interest 
this committee if I gave them a little information about a particular 
case in which I was interested, not only as regards the difficulty 
of Securing action by Confess, but also with regard to the point that 
was raisea the other day m the hearings as to limiting this liability 
law to men engaged in hazardous occupations. The case I have in 
mind is the case of a man named Severus Hartman, who was em- 
ployed in the Bock Island Arsenal, who was engaged as a wood 
worker in that institution, and was working in a very large room 
with other men, in which was situated a great amount of molding 
machinery. A knife from one of those great machines flew off the 
machine and flew across the room 86 feet and struck off Mr. Hart- 
man's arm just as clean as if it was done by an ax. 

Mr. Alexander. Would you regard his employment as hazardous? 

Mr. Dawson. No. He was at work upon a bench as a carpenter. 
He was not employed in connection with this molding machinery at 
all. Those machines were in another part of the room in which he 
was engaged, yet without any fault of his own his arm was stricken 
off. The case was examined by the War Department through offi^ 
cial channels; those facts were ascertained and established, and 
those facts were submitted to the Committee on Claims; and yet 
this poor man can have no relief from Congress. 

Mr. Gillett. He would be covered by my bill. 

Mr. Dawson. I do not know what a legal definition of " hazardous 
employment " is, but I should not suppose that a carpenter working 
at the bench would be engaged in a hazardous occupation. 

Mr. Alexander. Just read the paragraph in that bill, Mr. Gillett^ 
that would cover that case. 

Mr. Gillett. My bill provides that any person employed in the 
service of the United States at any of its manufacturing establish- 
ments or navy -yards as an artisan or laborer 

Mr. Dawson. That would undoubtedly cover the case, because he 
was employed at the arsenal. Another man engaged in similar occu- 

Eations was working at an emery wheel. That ordinarily would not 
e considered as a hazardous occupation, as the term goes in civil 
life. He was sharpening a tool on an emery wheel. That emerv wheel 
burst and killed the man outright. That was some years before the 
case of Mr. Severus Hartman occurred. 

Mr. Alexander. That is what emery wheels are liable to do, and 
it seems to me that a man engaged to sharpen tools upon an emery 
wheel is engaged in a hazardous occupation. 

Mr. Dawson. That may be the legal understanding of a " hazard- 
ous occupation," but I do not think it is the common understanding. 
Those cases only emphasize in my mind the necessity of this com- 
mittee's taking some action upon this question. 

I do not know that the committee cares to hear what the Presi- 
dent said about it in his message in January. 

Mr. Ai^xANDER. We have it. 
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Mr. Dawson. He stated it with great clearness in his message. 

Mr. AiuEXANDER. That language was taken down in the bearings 
on a previous day, before you appeared. 

Mr. Dawson. Still, on the rule that good things can not be stated 
too often, I would like to put it in the hearings again : 

I also very urgently advise that a comprehensive act be passed providing for 
compensation by the Government to all employees injured in the Government 
service. Under the present law an injured workman in the employment of the 
Government has no remedy, and the entire burden of the accident falls on the 
helpless man, his wife, and his young children. This is an outrage. It^is a 
matter of humiliation to the nation that there should not be on our statute 
books provision to meet and partially to atone for cruel misfortune when It 
•comes upon a man through no fault of his own while faithfully serving the 
public. In no other prominent industrial country in the world could such gross 
injustice occur; for almost all civilizeii nations have enacted legislation em- 
l)odylng the complete recognition of the principle which places the entire trade 
Tisk for industrial accidents ^excluding, of course, accidents due to willful 
misconduct by the employee) on the industry as represented by the employer, 
"Which in this case is the Government. In all these countries the principle 
applies to the Government just as much as to the private employer. Under no 
circumstances should the injured employee or his surviving dependents be 
required to bring suit against the Government, nor should there be the re- 
quirement that in order to insure recovery negligence in some form on the part 
of the Government should be shown. Our proposition is not to confer a right 
of action upon the Government employee, but to secure him suitable provision 
against injuries received in the course of his employment. The burden of the 
trade risk should be placed upon the Government. Exactly as the workingman 
Is entitled to his wages, so he should be entitled to indemnity for the injuries 
sustained in the natural course of his labor. The rates of compensation and 
the regulations for its payment should be specified in the law, and the machin- 
ery for determining the amount to be paid should in each case be provided in 
such manner that the employee is properly represented without expense to him. 
In other words, the compensation should be paid automatically, while the appli- 
cation of the law in the first instance should be vested in the Department of 
Commerce and Labor. The law should apply to all laborers, mechanics, and 
•other civilian employees of the Government of the United States, including 
those in the service of the Panama Canal Commission and of the insular 
governments. 

The same broad principle which should apply to the Government should ulti- 
mately be made applicable to all private employers. Where the nation has the 
power it should enact laws to this effect. Where the States alone have the 
power they should enact the laws. It is to be observed that an employers' 
liability law does not really mean mulcting employers in damages. It merely 
throws' upon the employer the burden of accident insurance against injuries 
which are sure to occur. It requires him either to bear or to distribute through 
insurance the loss which can readily be borne when distributed, but which, if 
undistributed, bears with frightful hardship upon the unfortunate victim of 
accident. In theory, If wages were always freely and fairly adjusted, they 
would always Include an allowance as against the risk of injury, just as cer- 
tainly as the rate of Interest for money Includes an allowance for Insurance 
against the risk of loss. In theory, if employees were all experienced business 
men, they would employ that part of their wages which is received because of 
the risk of Injury to secure accident Insurance. But as a matter of fact, it is 
not practical to expect that this will be done by the great body of employees. 
An employers' liability law makes It certain that It will be done, In effect, by 
the employer, and It will ultimately Impose no real additional burden upon 
him. — (From the PresidenVs message of January 31, 1908.) 

You will remember that the President in another message, on 
March 25, sent a message in which he recalled his recommendation 
in the message of January 31, in this language : 

In addition to a liability law protecting the employees of common carriers, 
the Government should show its good faith by enacting a further law giving 
compensation to Its own employees for Injury or death Incurred In Its service. 
It is a reproach to us as a nation that In both Federal and State legislation we 
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have afforded less protection to public and private employees than auj* other 
iodustrial country of the world. — (From the PreakJenVs message of March 26, 
1908,) 

* 

I think that is about all I have to say on this general subject. 

Mr. Sterling. Mr. Dawson, just as a general proposition, which 
do you think would be the better — a bill giving the employee the 
right to sue the Government or a bill giving him compensation with- 
out anv action in court ? 

Mr. Dawson. I believe that a bill which would adjust the matter 
without going into lengthy proceedings in court would be more satis- 
factory to the employees of the Government. 

Mr. Sterling. It would be more economical to them, and I think 
more economical to the Government^ 

Mr. Dawson. I think so. The President has evidently giv^i this 
subject great study, and in this previous message* 1^ suggests that our 
proposition is not to confer a right of action simply upon the Gov- 
ernment employee, but to secure him suitable provision against in- 
juries received in the course of his employment. The average man, 
whether he is in the Government employ or outside of it, is not 
especially anxious to annex a lawsuit of any kind, especially a law- 
suit against the Government. 

Mr. DiEKE3iA. Mr. Roberts's bill is perhaps the widest. That 
would ffive the fullest latitude. 

Mr. Dawson. Yes, I think it would. From the standpoint of a 
layman, a private settlement in my opinion is always best for all con- 
cerned. 

Mr. Moon. I understand Mr. Sterling's compensation bill excludes 
absolutely all contributory negligence. A man is entitled to com- 
pensation if he is injured, whether negligent or not. 

Mr. Sterling. Yes; except from willful wrongdoing. It is for 
the purpose of giving the party who has the adjustment of the matter 
the right to take into consideration those things. 

Mr. Alexander. Would your bill, Mr. Sterling, go so far as to 
include a letter carrier in the streets of New York who slips on the 
ice and breaks his leg? Should he be compensated by the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. Sterling. I think he would be reached. The language of my 
bill is that he can recover where the injury is due to the service, and 
not to the willful misconduct on the part of the employee. My pur- 
pose is to give them all compensation except under those conditions. 

Mr. Roberts. Under the terms of your bill, Mr. Sterling, is it not 
broad enough to compensate the Government employee for any 
accident that happens to him, whether in the course of his employ- 
ment or not ? ^ 

Mr. Si'ERLiNG. No; it has to be in the line of his employment. I 
do not mean to say that a man could recover under my bill if it was 
due to his own negligence. I do not think the Secretary of Com- 
merce and Labor or the Secretary of any other Department would 
give air employee damages in that case; but it is to measure the 
amount of negligence on the part of the. employee. 

Mr. Roberts. Suppose a letter carrier starts out from the post- 
office to deliver his mail, and as he walks on the street some evil- 
disposed person, without anjr provocation from the letter carrier, 
violently assaults him and injures him so that he is laid up for some 
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time. Would you sgr that he received that injury in the course of 
his employment? Was there anything in that that was incidental 
to his employment? It seems to me your bill covers just such cases. 

Mr. Sterling. I do not think it would. 

Mr. Moon. Suppose he starts out, as Mr. Roberts says, and has 
knowledge of the slippery streets, and has the alternative of going 
on the snppery side or upon the safe side, and he deliberately takes 
his chances and goes on the slippery way. He took a risk, and under 
the laws of our State he could not recover, because of contributory 
negligence; but under your bill, Mr. Sterling, I think he could 
recover. 

Mr. Sterling. Yes. 1 think he could recover, but I think it is 
largely in the discretion of the Secretary of Commerce and Labor 
as I have put it in my bill. Of course, any other authority would 
do just as well to take those things into consideration and fix the 
amount accordingly. But I do not think, where a man was as- 
saulted by an outside person when he was carrying his mail, that 
the bill would apply to a case of that kind. The injury would not 
arise from anything that he was doing in the conduct of his duties. 

Mr. Roberts. Here is another case: A letter carrier goes up to 
the door of a house to deliver his mail, and when the door opens a 
vicious dog rushes out and bites him and injures him so that he is 
laid up for a time. He clearly would be in the performance of his 
duty, and would receive his injury in the course of it, so that he 
would come in under your bill. 

Mr. Sterling. I doubt if he would. 

Mr. Roberts. In most jurisdictions, especially in my State, he 
would have recourse in two ways 

Mr. Sterling. If a dangerous dog should bite a letter carrier and 
the injury was received by the letter carrier incidental to the per- 
formance of his duties, if it was one of the incidents that he would 
come to in the performance of his duties, it might be covered as a 
slippery street would be, or a thing of that kind. 

Mr. Roberts. As I construe your bill, the carrier clearly should 
receive compensation under your bill for that dog bite, and could 
still have cause of action against the owner of the dog, so that by 
the terms of your bill he would have a double remedy. 

Mr. Moon. Yes; as he could in the case of the slippery street. 

Mr. Roberts. Yes. He could get a double remedy out of it. 

Mr. Alexander. Now, who will speak next? Mr. McKinney, 
would you like to say a word ? 

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES McKINNEY, A BEFBESENTATIVE 

EBOM ILLINOIS. 

Mr. McKinney. Gentlemen, Mr. Dawson stated that he was not a 
lawyer, and was glad that he was not. I am not a lawyer, and I am 
sincerely sorry sometimes that I am not. I think I would under- 
stand a little better some of the technical constructions that are being 
put upon some of these various bills, all of them aiming to accomplish 
the same result — that is, to provide adequate compensation for in- 
jured employees of the Government. 

Now, the cases mentioned by Mr. Dawson I am familiar with, he 
living on one side of the river and I on the other, of the Rock Island 
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Arsenal, which is in my distriit, and which employs a large number 
of men. These cases of injury come up very frequently, and I have 
been unable so far, as Mr. Dawson has been, to secure any sort of 
relief for those employees, while it seemed to me only just and fair 
that compensation should be made. 

Now, the Government in these institutions is a competitor in the 
general field of labor with other manufacturers and operates that 
employ the same kind of workmen. These other employers are liable 
to damages in case of their employees being injured in their employ, 
under certain restrictions, of course, as to the merits of the cases, and 
1 have never yet been able to see why the Government, competing in 
the employment of labor, should not itself be subject to a fair and 
reasonable compensation in the case of injury. I know that two years 
ago, when there was a bill here, I conferred, for one, with Mr. Ster- 
ling in regard to the matter, and tried, so far as I was able, to have 
such a bill reported out of this committee, but at that time the matter 
was not so well understood as it is to-day, and there seemed to be a 
disposition not to take it up at that time. 

Now, in regard to Mr. Roberts's questions, and Mr. Sterling's, in 
regard to the scope of Mr., Sterling's bill 

Mr. Sterling. Let me call your attention to the lan^age of that 
bill. I think these gentlemen are entirely mistaken m their view 
of what is intended to be meant by the language in the eighth line 
of the first page. Civilian employees are entitled to damages or 
compensation for an injury or death by accident arising out of or 
in the course of the injured person's employment. Now, an assault 
would not be an accident arising out of his employment. 

Mr. Roberts. But it would be in the course of his employment. 

Mr. Sterling. I will say " and," then, instead of " or." 

Mr. GiLLETT. That would be very different. 

Mr. Sterling. I will say " and in the course of the injured person's 
employment." I think the two things are properly connected there, 
anyhow. 

Mr. McKiNNEY. I would like to ask Mr. Sterling if it is not the 
intention of his bill that a case like this should come within the 
terms of his bill : Supposing that a railway clerk were seriously in- 
jured by the derailment of a train, the operation of which he has no 
control over — would not your bill cover such cases ? 

Mr. Sterling. Yes. 

Mr. Alexander. That is provided for in the general course of acci- 
dents to railway employees of the Government. 

Mr. McKiNNEY. You do not understand that they at this time 
would be indemnified? 

Mr. Alexander. Yes. They can recover damages from the rail- 
road just the same as a passenger. 

Mr. McKiNNEY. Now it seems to me that some such bill as that 
of Mr. Sterling's should be passed. I do not know as to the exact 
provisions, whether there are some parts of the other bills that might 
improve Mr. Sterling's bill or not, but after giving what attention 
I have been able to give to it, I feel that it is a liberal bill, that it 
tries to take up these accidents and injuries in a way that will work 
out automatically, and without the necessity being imposed upon 
the employee of having to institute an action to secure compensation. 
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Mr. MooN. You speak about the fact that other employers with 
whom the Government comes in competition are liable for damages 
to their employees, and that the Government ought to be put on the 
same basis. Is it not your judgment, if they are put upon the same 
basis, that that would be sufficient and make the Government liable 
under the same conditions as an independent employer is liable ? 

Mr. McKiNNEY. As to that, you mean as to the general provisions 
made? Is not that a varied proposition in the different States? 

Mr. Moon. I think they are generally uniform in this respect, that 
if a man is injured by his own negligence and without negligence on 
the part of his employer, there would be no liability. If he is 
working with dangerous machinery, and he knows of the danger of 
that machinery, and the employer does not know anything about the 
danger at all and does not report it, and if the employee takes the 
risk of employment in that respect, he could not complain if he is 
hurt. 

Mr. McKiNNEY. That would be a matter that would be subject to 
different conclusions in different cases. 

Mr. Alexander. You do not want a law that Congress shall pass 
to become a mere accident insurance, do you ? 

Mr. McKiNNEY. Whether it is that or whether it should be called 
some other name, I want some sufficient and adequate protection 
thrown about these laboring men in the Government institutions. 
As a rule a laboring man has very little capital other than his ability 
to work. Now, then, he goes into the Government employ. He 
does not always know the exact conditions of all the machinery about 
him. He knows something about his own machine, the machine 
that he is operating himself. He may know that his may be a 
particularly nazardous vocation in his department, or among its 
machinery, but he may not know, and probably he does not always 
know. It may be sought to be proved that he should have known 
that it was a dangerous employment that he was in. But a man is 
obliged to find employment, and he goes in and is assigned to work 
upon some particular line of work. Now, from the breakage of 
machinery, which he might possibly have anticipated or foreseen if 
he had taken time to find out about it and had nothing else to do — if 
he had ascertained the condition of all the machinery operated there, 
if he had done that, he would have discovered the defect; but he 
would not have the time or opportunity. He may be employed on 
piecework, in which upon his ability and industry and close appli- 
cation will depend the rate of his wages. 

Mr. Alexandek. Do you want to put the employee of the Govern- 
ment upon a different footing from the employee of a private cor- 
poration — a railroad, for instance, or a great manufacturer of plows 
or agricultural implements? 

Mr. McKiNNEY. I do not care to go into that. You would" want 
to involve me in a lot of technical questions that I might get tangled 
up in. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Alexander. Is not this what vou want : That the Government 

a, 

employee would have the same right of damages against the Govern- 
ment that the same man would have if he were in the employ of a 
railroad or a great manufacturing industry? 

Mr. McKiNNEY. I do not know in what wav that would work out. 
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Mr. Sterli^jg. T will ask you this question, Mr. McKinney : If the 
Government has not already distinguished on that point by fixing the 
eight-hour day for Government employees, and if it is a step in prog- 
ress to do that, and if this is a step in progress to entablish this prin- 
ciple here, why would it not be a good thing ? 

Mr. McKinney. That is certainly an advantage that is given to 
the Government employees that is not ^iven to the ordinary laborers. 
There is no question about that, and while I am not undertaking here, 
in a technical way, to consider the provisions of Mr. Sterling's bill, 
I can see that it is a liberal bill, and at the same time, to%iy mind, a 
reasonable bill. It furnishes here, in case of total incapacity result- 
ing from the injury in extreme cases, damages to the amount of 
$6,000. 

Mr. Alexander. He might recover that under the general law if 
he was placed upon the same footing with the outside employees ; he 
might get damages for $16,000, and why should he not? If he is 
working for the Government and is damaged as vitally as if he was 
working for a private corporation, why should he not get as much? 

Mr. Sterling. I think we should take into consideration this, Mr. 
Chairman, that at least a third of that would probably go to attor- 
neys' fees, and that is the reason why I think it would be economical 
for the Government to have a plan of this kind. 

Mr. McKinney. I would be in favor of making the operation of 
the law automatical to give damages; to ^ve damages on report of 
the accident by the proper officer to the Department of Commerce 
and Labor, and a settlement of the damages under the terms of the 
bill, without waiting to go into court and hang out a long time 
before the matter is settled; and I would say that if there is any- 
thing in this bill of Mr. Sterling's that should be altered or amended, 
that is all right enough. I thmk there is compensation carried in 
all of these bills that would be very welcome; but I do certainly 
hope that some bill will be reported out of this committee, so that 
proper and adequate damages may be secured by these laborers in 
the Government institutions. 

Mr. Alexander. We are very glad to have heard you, Mr. Mc- 
Kinney. 

Mr. McKinney. Allow me one more word. This matter has been 
impressed upon me for several years by the laboring people out in 
my region. They feel that their interests are not properly safe- 
guarded; that they are undergoing risks in the employment of the 
Government that they would not he taking outside, and they feel it 
is neither just nor fair to them in the Government employment that 
they should be without the proper safeguards. I strongly urge a 
favorable report on the Sterling bill for consideration at the present 
session. 

Mr. Alexander. That is very evident from the fact that you live 
right near a great Government industry. I have never had it 
brought to my attention by any constituent, because I do not live any- 
where near a navy-yard or armoir or arsenal, or anything of that 
kind. I notice that the Members or Congress who are here to-day are 
those who live in the vicinity of navy-yards or armories, where the 
Government employees are engaged in hazardous employments. 

Now, Mr. O'Connell, you may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH F. O'CONNELL, A BEPAESENTATIVE 

FEOM MASSACHUSETTS. 

Mr. O'CoNNELL. Taking up your point right where you left it, 
Mr. Chairman, I might call attention to a case that came to me, 
where there was not a hazardous form of employment, but in which 
there was a pitiable result. It is a case that has shocked the public 
conscience in Boston and has called forth many protests, not only to 
me but to other Representatives. It was a case of a laborer who 
was workiifg in the post-office building, in the department of the 
Civil Service Commission, and as he was sweeping up the room one 
night the shelf on which the file cases were broke and fell. The file 
case struck him on the head, and he has been paralyzed ever since — 
paralyzed so that it is utterly impossible for him ever to work again. 
Some of the finest people in Boston have taken up his case, and 
societies have pleaded for him, and he is to-day an object of charity, 
simply because he has no redress. My predecessor in Congress intro- 
duced a bill for his relief. I introduced another, and I am informed 
by the committee that I have no chance of getting any relief until 
some bill is put in that would justify the committee in coming for- 
ward and saying that this was an exceptional case and should be con- 
sidered in accordance with the law that was subsequently passed. 
, Mr. Alexander. I think our attention was called to that case at 
the former hearing by some gentleman outside of Congress. I do not 
recall his name. 

Mr. 0!Connell; It is the Manning case. That case in itself ought 
to be striking enough to convince this committee that this law should 
be made broad enough to cover officers who are working in all De- 
partments of the Government. I have a great number of employees 
of the Charfestown Navy- Yard working and living in my district, 
and a great number of Government employees are assigned to the Fore 
River Shipbuilding Works, which is also in my district, and a great 
number of post-office employees, clerks, carriers, and other officials 
are in my district, and civil-service officials and court officers. I do 
not see any reason why these men should be discriminated against. 

I believe the Sterling bill is in the line of civilization and progress, 
and I believe the Government ought to put itself on record as willing 
to adopt a measure that will show to the industrial world that we are 
ready to deal fairly with those with whom we have active work. I 
do not believe that we should say to the world that because a man 
enters into relations with the United States Government he thereby 
minimizes his chances in life. 

You say it diflFers from contractual relation with the ordinary 
firms. But allow me simply to call the attention of this committee to 
the fact that if a man goes to war he is pensioned by this Govern- 
ment if he is hurt. He knows when he goes to the war that the 
chances are all against him. He enters into it with no promise on 
the part of the Government of redress, but the Government has found 
it wise to do so, and I believe it will find it wise to do this, and I 
would like to urge upon this committee the necessity of reporting out 
something to relieve the condition that exists to-day. 

Mr. Alexander. We are glad to have heard you. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. WILUAU U. CALDER, A EEPRESENTATIVE 

FEOM NEW YORK. 

Mr. Calder. Mr. Chairman, I am engaged in the building business 
in the city of New York, and I employ a great many men in hazard- 
ous work, and in my capacity as a builder of houses I am compelled 
to look after the safety of my employees. If a scaffold breaks on 
which a man is working, or a piece of wall falls, or a timber breaks, 
for which he is in nowise responsible, I am liable for damages. I am 
compelled to meet this situation, and I have often wondered why the 
Government has not been disposed to throw the same protection 
around its employees as private concerns do around theirs. 

The chairman has said that most of the Members of Congress here 
to-day represent districts where there are arsenals or armories or 
navy-yards or other great Government works. The New York Navy- 
Yard is in my district, and it is perhaps one of the biggest Govern- 
ment plants in the country. We have employed in that yard from 
8,500 to 6,000 men, and accidents frequently occur; men are injured, 
and lose their legs, and are killed occasionally ; and neither in the case 
of injury or of death is anything done for them or their families. 

I have in mind the case of a man who lost his leg three years ago. 
He was a first-class mechanic, and, of course, was taken to the hospital. 
He received nothing from the Government, and was able to go back 
to his former employment later on, and was employed as a third-class 
mechanic; but he was ultimately discharged because he was unable to 
do any sort of work. That man resides in the city of Brooklyn, and 
his leg was lost through no fault of his own. As 1 recall it, a derrick 
near where he was working fell, and he had nothing to do with the 
operation of the derrick. 

Mr. Alexander. You feel he ought to have been compensated the 
same as if he had been working for you? 

Mr. Calder. Yes. 

Mr. Alexander. So do T. 

Mr. Calder. I agree with the system recommended in Mr. Ster- 
ling's bill. I have not read through the Roberts bill, but have read 
the Sterling bill, and I quite agree with the system of providing for 
the injured one or the family of the man who was killed, as proposed 
here. I agree with the statement of Mr. Sterling a moment ago 
that it would be cheaper for the Government and much better for 
the man and his family if this system were followed out. I hope, 
Mr. Chairman, at some time before the end of this session this com- 
mittee will report a liability bill for Government employees, and 
that Congress will pass it. It always seemed to me an outrage, as 
I said before, that the Government is not compelled to take care 
of its employees as the Government compels me to take care of mine. 

Mr. Sterling. Let me ask you a question. How do the wages of 
mechanic>s in the navy-yards compare with the wages of mechanics 
in other lines of employment? 

Mr. Calder. The law provides that their wages shall be the same 
as employees engaged in like work in the immediate neighborhood, 
and it is fair to presume that the mechanics receive practically the 
same wages, a little bit less, but practically the same, as in outside 
employment. The clerical force in the navy-yards do not receive 
anywhere near what they receive outside. 
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Mr. Alexander. The employees in the shops work eight hours a 
day ? 

Mr. Calder. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Alexander. Do your employees work ten hours? 

Mr. Calder. Xo, sir ; eight hours. Nearly all the machine shops in 
New York City, the great manufacturing plants, ship yards, and so 
forth, follow the eight-hour system. Eight hours is the customary 
labor day in New York City, m private as well as in public emplojr- 
ment. That is not so throughout the entire country, but it is m 
New York City. 

Mr. Alexander. Now, Mr. Maynard. 

STATEMENT OF HON. HABBT L. HATNABB, A EEPRESE^TATIVE 

FBOM VIRGINIA. 

Mr. Maynard. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, when I first came to 
Congress there were numbers of instances of men permanently in- 
jured in the navy -yard in the town in which I reside, where they 
would be deprived of the opportunity of earning a living. I have 
introduced bills for the relief of these men, but it was hopeless, and I 
have come to the conclusion that it is not worth while to press even 
for the consideration of these claims, because we can not get consid- 
eration of them. 

Mr. Alexander. You heard what Congressman Dawson said, that 
the chairman of the Committee on Claims would not consider such 
claims? 

Mr. Maynard. While he has not stated that as a fact positively to 
me, yet that is the result. I could not get any consideration. 

I have in mind a particularly sad case of a man by the name of 
John Davis, a first-<5ass mechanic, who earned good wages, had a 
happy family, was oiBcer of an artillery company in my town, and 
was working on an ironclad, one of the first ironclads built, and 
some other mech|inic handling hot lead scattered it around into his 
eye and destroyed one of his eyes. Strange to say, he had not long 
recovered from that and was working on one of these ships again 
when a piece of steel flew into his eye and totally destroyed the 
sight of that eye. He aijd his family lived for a while on the charity 
of his fellow-workmen, but afterwards went to the almshouse, and 
a year or two ago he died in the almshouse. His family was scat- 
tered and his wife moved away, and his family were broken up and 
his children dispersed. It seemed to me that was a very sad case, 
and I introduced a bill for his relief, and I pressed it; but I was 
absolutely unable to get any consideration for it. That was in my 
first term in Congress. I have repeatedly introduced bills for the 
relief of civil employees in the Government yards permanently in- 
jured so as to incapacitate them from earning a living ; bills to aJBford 
them some relief oy compensation or pension, or satisfaction" of a 
claim in some way. 

I have read the Sterling bill and glanced at the bill of Mr. Rob- 
erts, and I rather favor the idea of compensation. I believe if they 
can have satisfaction without having to prove their claims in the 
courts it would be better for them and better for the Government. 
I hope the committee will see its way clear to report a bill that will 
provide for compensation, and if not for compensation then for 
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some way of adjusting these matters so that a man when injured 
in the line of duty, not throu^ his own negligence, can get some 
some way of adjusting these matters so that a man when injured 
some remedy will be given by which he can be compensated. I thank 
you, gantleznen. 

Mr. Alexandbbk. Mr. Sterling, do you care to say anything ? 

Mr. Stbrlinw, No. 

Mr. Alexander. We have had a public hearing heretofore, si 
which all the gentlemen interested in this subject outside have been 
beard, but I believe there are some of them here present. 

STATEMENT OF XB. ABTHUB K HOLDEB, BEPBESEHTDI& THB 

AM ERICAK FEBlOUkTIOH OF LABOB. 

Mr. Holder. We haive here a delegation of clerks from the Brook- 
lyn Navy- Yard, who were not present here before, and they are very 
familiar with the work in the Brooklyn yard beyond their own vo- 
cation. They might possibly like to say a word. 

Mr. Alexander. Unless the gentlemen of the two subcommittees 
that are here desire especially to hear them I do not think it will be 
necessary to go into it further. You will remember that we had 
from fifteen to twenty-five individuals who were accorded a hearing 
on every p^base of the subject when it was discussed before. 

Mr. HosDSB. Theai we have nothing further to add, except that otir 
people, from Kitteyy, Me., dear down the coast, have all concentrated 
and united upon the Sterling bill. While we appreciate very deeply 
the active work and the deep interest of Mr. Roberts and of Mr. Gil- 
lett and the rest of the gentlemen who have presented bills in the 
past, we think this would be the most scientific and the most fair. 

Mr. Ajlexander. What I understand you gentlemen desire is, if 
possible, to avoid the courts? 

Mr. Hou>ER. Yes. 

Mr. Alexander. Because the process of the courts are intermi- 
nable and slow? 

Mr. Hou>BR. Yes; and it is not only the suspense, but also the 
expense. 

Mr. DiEHLEMA. The laborers employed by private individuals eaa 
settle with their employers if they want to, and you want a provision 
by which Government employees can settle with some official of the 
Government who has authority to settle with them ? 

Mr. Holder. Yes; and we might add this, that the principle that 
the Sterling bill embraces is one of a higher character than any that 
has ever been previously included in the settlement of differences and 
damages between contracting parties, nhd we are only following in 
the line of civilization and the example that is set by other people 
in other lines. 

STATEMENT OF HB. JOHN J. FITZGERALD, A BEPBESENTATIVE 

FEOH NEW YORK. 

Mr. Fitzgerald. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I believe tha-t an 
employee of the Grovemment should have the same right of action 
against the Government that he has now against the private citizen. 
I oelieve that there should be a provision in the law somewhat similar 
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to the New York act, which gives the legal representative either of 
the husband, or the wife, or the next of kin of the deceased raan, 
whether his death be accidental or not, a cause of action, and I 
believe the damages that should be awarded and may be awarded 
can be left safely to the discretion of the court in the case of injury, 
the same as in any other controversy between citizens. 

Mr. Moon. Of course the right of the next of kin to claim is 
based upon dependence? 

Mr. Fitzgerald. Yes. Under the New York act they must show 
that they have suffered pecuniary damages, either by reason of the 
loss of somebody upon whom they are dependent or to whom they can 
reasonably look for or expect aid. In view of what has been said 
by all the others, I do not care to go into the matter further. 

Mr. Moon. Is not that practically the jSame as the Roberts bill ? 

Mr. Fitzgerald. I have looked over these bills hastily, and so far 
as I can see, the Jones bill more nearly meets the views that I enter- 
tain than the others. 

STATEMENT OF HB. OEOBOE E. WALDO, A BEPBESENTATIVE 

FBOH NEW YOBK. 

Mr. Waldo. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of a measure providing 
for the payment of damages to civilian employees of the Govern- 
ment who are injured without fault on their part, and in case of their 
death by reason of injuries I am in favor of payment to their chil- 
dren or surviving wife. 

I think there should also be an amendment to the bill here pre- 
sented making the necessary liability for injuries to citizens through 
the accidents arising from the negligence of Government employees 
in practically the same cases and to the same extent as under the 
employers' liability act. 

There are now pending before the Committee on Claims several 
hundred cases of damages to employees and also to citizens not em- 
ployees, in cases where the United States would be liable if it were 
a private individual or a private corporation. In all such cases the 
United States ought to be liable, and a general law should be passed 
so that applications could be made through suits in the Court of 
Claims or m the United States courts to recover damages against the 
United States under the same circumstances as in the case of claims 
against a, private corporation. 

STATEMENT OF MB. FBEDEBICK H. GILLETT, A BEPBESENTA- 
TIVE FBOM MASSACHUSETTS. 

Mr. Gillett. I would like to say a word as to the suggestion that 
Mr. Boberts made, that there ought to be a general or indefinite ap- 
propriation from which all of these claims should be paid, I do not 
think that is right. It certainly is in contradiction to the whole 
course of Congress in the past, by which we insist on keeping control 
of all such jud^ents. They go to the Appropriations Committee. 
They are invariably put on the general deficiency bill, but in that 
way we keep track of the expenses of the Government from year to 
year. Whenever a judgment is rendered it is certified to Congress 
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by the Secretary of the Treasury, and invariably such judgments are 
always put right into a general deficiency bill. 

If you do not do that. Congress year by year has neither the knowl- 
edge nor the control that is necessary over such expenditures, and 
the Appropriations Committee, I believe, would undoubtedly oppose 
any bill that would contain such a provision. It is in contravention 
to the whole method of keeping track of such expenditures. It would 
not increase the difficulty of getting the money at all — I mean the 
change that I su^j^est in the method proposed by Mr. Roberts. The 
judgment is certified as a matter of course, and is recommended by 
the Appropriations Committee to Congress as a matter of course. ^ 

Mr. FrrzGERAiJ). I heartily approve of what Mr. Gillett has just 
said. 

Casualties , at the Portsmouth Navy-Yard, 1904-1907, 

January 21, 1904. Goodwin, Ilarmon, laborer, yards and docks, right side 
injured. 

January 22, 1904. Gpldsmith, R. E., laborer, yards and docks, left hand injured. 

January 29, 1904. McCourt, Alfred, ship-fitter, construction and repair, left 
eye badly hurt. 

April 19, 1904. Heeney, Joseph, riveter, construction and repair, middle finger, 
right hand, badly injured. 

April 22, 1904. Oilman, Jacob A., laborer, yards and docks, numerous in- 
juries, both eyes, left wrist, right jaw, left knee, right shin. 

May 6r 1904. Quinn, John, laborer, yards and docks, right hand injured. 

May 6, 1904. Hutchins, Eli, laborer, yards and docks, fracture rib, left side. 

May 31, 1904. Newsholme, Lot, machinist, construction and repair, part of 
finger cut off. 

June 4, 1904. Locke, John, joiner, yards and docks, severe injury left foot. 

July 1, 1904. Paul, W. F., shipwright, construction and repair, left leg badly 
injured. 

July 11, 1904. Shapleigh, W. A., laborer, yards and docks, right foot injured. 

July 13, 1904. Moulton, E. L., laborer, yards and docks, dislocation left 
shoulder. 

July 15, 1904. Leavitt, Frederick, joiner, yards and docks, right hand se- 
verely hurt. 

July 15, 1904. Fraft, Joseph, laborer, yards and docks, thumb left hand 
taken off. 

August 5, 1904. Malbone, W. A., electrical mechanic, yards and docks, left 
shoulder hurt. 

August 10, 1904. Jones, J. A., ship joiner, construction and repair, severe 
injury scrotum. 

September 26, 1904. Hayes, George, patternmaker, steam engineering de- 
partment, finger right hand cut off. 

October 10, 1904. Clough, C. R., laborer, construction and repair, left arm 
severely injured. 

October 25, 1904. Amazeen, J., laborer, yards and docks, right hand badly 
hurt. 

October 31, 1904. Gate, H. F., laborer, yards and docks, severe injury to 
right eye. 

November 3, 1904. Caswell, Frank, laborer, yards and docks, index finger 
left hand very badly cut up. 

November 4, 1904. Frisbie, A., laborer, yards and docks, lower lip badly cut. 

November 26, 1904. Frame, Joseph, joiner, yards and docks, hand and fin- 
gers severely cut by buzz saw. 

. December 2, 1904. Wilson, C. H., laborer, steam engineering, left leg severely 
crushed. 

December 19, 1904. Trefethen, D. R., joiner, construction and repair, right 
hand badly cut. 

February 8, 1905. Rice, A. L., ship fitter, construction and repair, injury to 
right eye. 

February 25, 1905. Chase, Joseph, apprentice joiner, left hand and forearm 
badly lacerated. 
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March 14, 1005. Hutchlns, John, laborer, yards and docks, bad injuries to 
left hand. 

Mardh 15, 1905. KlnibalJ, C. F., laborer, yards and docks, numerous Injuries 
face and neck. 

March 15, 1905. Austin, Joseph, leadiogman, yards and docks, severe con- 
crssion. 

April 12, 1905. Harold, H. A., laborer, construction and repair, severe injury 
left liand. 

April 28, 1905. Dunton, Howard, laborer, equipment department, severe ab- 
dominal contusion. 

May 2, 1905. Billings, Thomas, painter, construction and r^air, head and 
chest badly Injured. 

July 15, 1905. McGraw, James, laborer, yards and docks, left foot badly 
crushed. 

July 29, 1905. Henley, Charles D., laborer, construction and repair, dislo- 
cation left shoulder. 

August IS, 11)05. Lynch, Michael, shipfitter's helper, construction and repair, 
bad injuries to head. 

September 12, 1905. Russ, Grin, laborer, supplies and accounts, injuries head 
and body. 

October 9, 1905. Amazeen, W., laborer, yards and docks, right ankle crushed. 

October 13, 1005. Treddick, John, laborer, construction and repair, left ankle 
crushed. 

October 25, 1905. Lucas, George F., laborer, yards and docks, injuries to head.' 

November 1, 1005. Jacksou, S. A., millman, construction and repair, left hand 
badly cut. 

December 9, 1905. Abbott, C. P., carpenter, steam engineering, injury to left 
•hand. 

January 8, 1906. Hayes, C. S., boatbullder, construction and repair, severe in- 
juries right hand. 

January 24, 1906. Duffy, Patrick, lal>orer, supplies and accounts, injury to 
right leg. 

February 7, 1906. Emery, Mallard, driller, construction and repair, severe 
contusion right leg. 

February 26, 1906. Peter, Andrew, laborer, supplies and accounts, fatally in- 
jured by fall down elevator shaft. 

March 8, 1906. Webber, G. W., puncher and shearer, construction and repair, 
right hand hurt. 

March 15, 1906. Truman, Guy, rivet heater, construction and repair, severe 
laceration right hand. 

April 21, 1906. Bowman, Walter, electrical mechanic, yards and docks, injury 
to left foot. 

June 8, 1906. Ryahn, William, quarterman boilermaker, steam engineering, 
face and hand injured. 

July 3, 1906. Femald, George, boilermaker's helper, steam engineering de- 
partment, overcome by noxious fumes. 

August 27, 1906. Bessley, J. H., laborer, yards and docks, contusion right foot. 

September 19, 1906. Wilson, Asa, laborer, yards and docks, left leg badly hurt. 

November 27, 1906. Blake, Samuel, holder on, construction and repair, sprained 
ankle. 

January 2, 1907. Sheafe, A. A., cabinet maker, severe scalp wound. 

April 3, 1907. Johnson, Edw. F., teamster, yards and docks, fracture of right 
toe. 

April 8, 1907. Harvey, J. W., machinist, steam engineering department, injury 
to left hand. 

April 30, 1907. Stevens, R. A., ironsmith, right elbow badly hurt. 

June 17, 1907. Hutchins, H. W., laborer, yards and docks, scalds of both legs. 

November 1, 1907. Bartlett, W. F., machinist, fracture of jaw and loss of sev- 
eral teeth. 

November 16, 1907. Finathy, Robert, driller, construction and repair, sprains 
and contusions l)oth ankles. 

November 23, 1907. Linchey, James, laborer, yards and docks, large scalp 
wound, internally hurt. 

December 31, 1907. Jenkins, D. H., puncher and shearer, construction and re- 
pair, compound fracture of second toe, left foot. 
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C(kBu<ilUe8 at Wateriown Arsenal. 

Dan Curley. Killed ten years ago in a boring mill, 1898. 

Henry Quinn. Killed by a fall from staging on chimney. 

Sam SwansoiL. Killed ten years ago. Glaring Instance of n^ligence on the 
part of the Government. Caught between a post and bed of a planer and his life 
squeezed out. Commanding officer had post removed as soon as his attention 
was called to it. 

Peterson. Two fingers lost ; nooks of crane broke when blocking up a 12-inch 
gun while mounting. 

Charles Hanson. Portable electric drill fell on him and l»roke botii his jaw 
bones, both collar bones, right arm in two places, and two fingers taken off. 

Henry Pitts. Loading a 12-inch shell ; car fell and crushed foot ; laid up two 
months. 

Gauley. Finger cai^ht in unprotected gears of boring mill. 

Ratican. Leg broken by defective car. 

Barney. In block shop lost three toes ; piece of heavy iron fell. 

Powers. Big swedging iron driven through his thigh and leg ; took three men 
to pull same OQt. 

Johnson. Lost an eye through chips. 

Hyde. Lost an eye through chips ; brass poisoned same. 

C. Jones. Lost finger. 

GonstrucUon and Repair Department^ Boston Navy-Yard, 

Frank Gruno. Lost an eye; out from October 10 to December 10, 1902; 
chipper. 

George Green. Lost an eye in 1899 ; fourteen weeks out ^ chipper. 

Dennis Donahue. Lost an eye; chipper. 

David Devol. Hand smaslied by shaper ; fifteen weeks out, 1900. 

John Griffin. Hand smashed in shaper; out three months, February 25 to 
May 25, 1907. 

Joseph Bettencourt. Broken leg ; out nearly a year. 

I, Archie Clements, employed as shipfitter at Boston yard, make statement 
that I received injuries while at work, while employed in after 8-inch turret 
ammunition hoist, when a large bench or trestle was blown by the wind over 
into the open barbette, which struck and broke into the timber to which my 
staging w^as slung, allowing one side of staging to fall and letting me down 
about 18 or 20 feet. Was severely Injured as a result of same, and was out of 
work a long time. 

Statement of William Rice. I was employed on March 3, 1908, at Charlestown 
yard on auxiliary Sterling^ with anchors and chains, when the derrick fall hook 
caught the fore and aft hatch beam, dropping it into the hold, falling on my 
foot, cutting oflF, three toes and bruising other two. 

William McClay. Finger taken off by reaming machine February 20, 1908. 
Did not have proper use of arms on account of close place to work and very 
hard to get at. 

Dennis Donahoe. On May 19, 1900, chip from steel plate embedded itself in 
his eye, of which he lost the sight, and could not return to work for sixteen 
weeks. Happened on board the Topeka, in Boston Navy-Yard. Married and 
had eight children dependent upon him. 

J. B. Day. Fell from staging, 1902. 

D. Dugan. Hit by bar of iron, 1902. 

C. A. A. Jenson. Foot badly crushed by timber. 

N. P. Davis. Foot badly crushed by timber. 

J. T. Crowley. Hand crushed in winch, 1902. 

J. Welch. Right foot injured by timber, 1902. 

H. F. Brandies. Badly injured unloading coal, 1902. 

W. D. Bryan. Second finger cut unloading iron, 1902. 

W. D. Bryan. Leg jammed unloading coal, 1905. 

C. W. Dixon. Killed by upsetting of crane, 1905. 

J. Curran. Head injured by unloading plank, 1905. 

M. J. Hurley. Head injured by unloading plank, 1905. 

H. S. Howland. Head injured by piece of iron, 1905. 

W. M. Ackers. Fingers jammed by iron plate, 1905. 

N. J. Cloutier. Foot badly cut by sharp Iron, 1905. 

Scott Green. Head struck by plank In dry dock, 1905. 
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f 

S. Goosley. Left knee injured on the New York, 1905. ^ 

J. Folin. Leg injured by gangway, 1906. ) 

E. Finnegan. Knee injured by crane, 1906. 

E. L. O'Brien. Skull fractured by fall on wharf, 1907. 

W. M. Sullivan. Head hurt from iron pail falling on him, 1907. 

H. Westpaelare. Fell in hatch, 1907. j 

J. F. Barrett. Crushed between coal tubs, 1907. " '; 

P, Maloney. Struck on foot by staging, 1907. 

T. Wallace. Two fingers jammed- on Constitution, 1907. J 

L. Reardon. Fell from New York, 1907. I 

J. F. Crowley. Pell down hatch on New York, 1907. ' 

A. Ab. Ellsworth. Fell from spar to berth deck on New York, 1907. \ 

M. Malak. Knee injured by starting of propeller of Kentuckif. 

T. J. Reardon. Left leg injured by falling of coal pile. 

R. Bruce. Tripped over chain in dry dock; hand hurt. 

C. Ruff. Fell in hold of Celtic; left arm broken. 

M. Malak. Hit by plank. 

G. F. Doe. End finger cut off, February 10, 1906. , 

G. F. Home. Hand caught between gear and cone; badly Injured. j 

C. Crawford. Split thumb while at work on lathe, October 3, 1906. » 

A. J. Murray. Struck In eye by piece of brass. I 

M. J. Murley. Fell and injured head. ' 

H. D. Heyland. Cut one finger while moving steel bar. ', 

L. M, Dosse. Cut wrist by slipping of brass casting. 4 

E. J. Burke. Struck on head by handle of portable crane. ( 

G. A. Smith. Injured for life by being scalded. 



•Equipment dephrtment, Boston yard. 

Frank Cutting. Burned by furnace flash ; badly injui^. 

J. J. Keohane. Burned by furnace flash ; badly injured. 

William Rice. Lost 4 toes by fall of strongback on Sterling. 

Thomas E. Cleary. Leg hurt by piece of pulley. 

J. P. Fitzgerald. Badly burned ; died shortly after. 

C. J. Lamont.* Fell from rigging on Cumberland. 

Daniel J. Daly. Leg badly injured. 

Thomas F. Riley. Leg badly injured. 

William P. Cahill. Leg broken. 

Cornelius Scannell. Head badly injured. 

Charles Curran. Head badly injured. 

James Holt. Struck in testicles by billet. 

A. Ar. Anderson. EJye badly hurt by piece of steel. 

Hugh Kelley. Face badly cut by flying material from wheel. 

M. J. Brennan. Burned by flash from furnace. 

Isaac Lamothe. Struck In abdomen by piece of steel. 

Charles Televish. Leg broken. 

James McMahon. Leg broken. * 

James O'Reilly. Leg broken. 

Michael Fay. Leg broken. 

William Havey. Eye badly injured by piece of steel. 

Butters. Broken arm and ribs. 

Spargo. Hand injured. 

Collins. Leg broken. 

Additional steam engineering accidents, Boston yard. 

John W. Fletcher. Right arm cut off by being run over by electric craiie; 
clear case of negligence on part of Government. 

Colin C. Crawford. Fell down hole on Tennessee; broke ankle ; laid up long 
time, governmental negligence. 
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